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 ABSTRACT 
 
 
Being Shaped by the Neighborhood: 
Stimulating Missional Commitment through Dwelling in the Word, Reflection, and 
Shared Hospitality 
Kindra Nacole Green Carson 
Doctor of Ministry 
School of Theology, Fuller Theological Seminary 
March 2016 
 
The purpose of this project is to examine whether a missional experiment can 
develop into a committed missional endeavor through these three practices: hospitality, 
reflection upon the action taken, and dwelling in Scripture. In order to stimulate 
missional commitment, a team of leaders from Coast Vineyard in San Diego (hereafter, 
Coast) have engaged their neighbors in the context of a local library by practicing shared 
hospitality, followed by times of reflection and dwelling in Scripture.  
In order to evaluate and assess whether the three practices had formed the leaders, 
I utilized markers provided by Alan Roxburgh and Fred Romanuk as guidelines: 
confidence, missional culture being embedded in the leaders, and the internalization of 
missional frameworks.1 From this point forward in the project, the meetings of the team 
of leaders was framed around three interview questions: 1) What are we doing? 2) What 
do you hear God saying? and 3) What stories can you share about our neighbors? 
These questions were posed first in June 2013 as a baseline for the data, and then 
repeated over three meetings in 2014, culminating with the leaders writing a report for 
the pastoral team at Coast based on the data. In June 2014, the team members were 
hosted by neighbors who had participated in the activities hosted by Coast leaders at the 
library, and each leader reflected on the practice in light of Scripture and their experience. 
There are six sets of data evaluated here: the baseline, three meetings, the report and the 
reflection on being hosted, to measure whether the three practices of shared hospitality, 
dwelling in the Word, and reflection stimulated missional commitment in a group of 
leaders at Coast. 
 
Content Reader:  Mark Lau Branson, EdD 
 
Words: 299 
 
                                                     
1 Alan Roxburgh and Fred Romanuk, The Missional Leader: Equipping Your Church to Reach a 
Changing World (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2006), 102. 
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PART ONE 
CONTEXT 
 
 
 
1 
INTRODUCTION 
 
In order to stimulate missional commitment a team of leaders from Coast 
Vineyard in San Diego (hereafter, Coast) have engaged their neighbors in the context of a 
local library by practicing shared hospitality, followed by times of reflection and 
dwelling in Scripture. The purpose of this project is to examine whether a missional 
experiment can develop into a committed missional endeavor through these three 
practices: hospitality, reflection upon the action taken, and dwelling in Scripture.  
In 2011, a collective of pastors in San Diego was prayerfully seeking out ways to 
bless the city. During this time, a connection was made between these pastors and a local 
librarian named Trevor Jones. Jones communicated a desire to see a number of programs, 
including programs geared towards adults, established at the library where he worked, the 
North University Library. A number of ideas were presented to the group of pastors, and 
these ideas were then presented to the congregation of Coast by the church’s pastors as 
opportunities to experiment missionally.  
Since 2010, Coast had been engaged in the Missional Change Model, which Alan 
Roxburgh and Fred Romanuk describe as “[helping] a congregation move from a 
performative-reactive zone to one in the emergent zone.”1 Small groups of people at 
Coast had been engaging this process, employing the strategy of awareness, 
understanding, and evaluation.2 When the congregation was presented with the ideas 
related to helping at the library, there was a general sense of excitement for 
                                                     
1 Alan Roxburgh and Fred Romanuk, The Missional Leader: Equipping Your Church to Reach a 
Changing World (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2006), 84.  
 
2 Ibid., Chapter 5.  
2 
experimenting by going into the neighborhood. Coast’s adaptive challenge was an 
ecclesiocentric imaginary.3 The opportunity at the library presented an option for pressing 
into this challenge through engagement outside of a church event.  
One project that Jones hoped to host was a movie night for adults in order to 
create community at the library. After the initial presentation by Coast’s pastors, six 
individuals from the church began to work towards a monthly movie night that would 
create community. Luke 10 and Jeremiah 29 were read at the start of the experiment in 
order to inform and shape the imaginaries of the leaders. Eventually it was decided that 
this movie night would be called “Cinema Café” because Juanita Brown’s World Café 
model would be utilized for discussion of the films being screened.4 The goal was to 
create an intimate setting with the hope of making space for community. Starting in 
February 2013, Cinema Café was hosted at the library the third Wednesday of each 
month, with the five individuals from Coast organizing and managing the event as library 
volunteers.   
In June 2013, the leaders of the Cinema Café gathered to evaluate the experiment. 
During this time of reflection, the leaders unanimously expressed a desire for deeper 
relationship with the adults who were regularly attending Cinema Café. There were many 
ideas for connection discussed at this point. The team settled on three new actions in 
                                                     
3 The term imaginary is based on the definition of social imaginaries provided in Charles Taylor’s 
book, Modern Social Imaginaries: “I mean something much broader and deeper than the intellectual 
schemes. . . . I am thinking rather, of the ways people imagine their social existence, how they fit together 
with others, how things go on between them and their fellows, the expectations that are normally met, and 
the deeper normative notions and images that underlie these expectations.” Charles Taylor, Modern Social 
Imaginaries (Durham, NC: Duke University, 2004), 23. 
  
4 Juanita Brown, The World Café (San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler Publishers, 2005). 
3 
addition to managing the monthly event at the library. These were: first, incorporating 
times of Scripture reading and prayer; second, incorporating times of reflection with the 
hope of being able to share stories of engagement; and third, seeking to be hosted by the 
regular attenders of Cinema Café.  
At this point in the experiment, I noted that the desire for relationship was a 
possible indicator that the leaders of the Cinema Café team wanted to grow in their 
commitment. As I guided this team, I theorized that living into the three practices that we 
discussed, in addition to the monthly event, could perhaps form the leaders through 
companionship with their neighbors. Roxburgh and Romanuk state that missional 
commitment is marked by “gathering more people, confidence of the community growing 
. . . and missional culture [being] embedded in the congregation not as an idea of one 
person . . . but because the people themselves have taken on a new way of being church 
together, [the] people [have] internalized the framework of missional life.”5  
This definition became the baseline for gathering data for this project. In order to 
evaluate and assess whether the three practices had formed the leaders I utilized 
Roxburgh and Romanuk’s markers as guidelines: confidence, missional culture being 
embedded in the leaders, and the internalization of missional frameworks. From this point 
forward in the project the meetings of the team of leaders was framed around three 
interview questions: 1) What are we doing? 2) What do you hear God saying? and 3) 
What stories can you share about our neighbors?  
                                                     
5 Roxburgh and Romanuk. The Missional Leader, 102. I was also thinking about Alan Kreider’s 
work, where he discusses conversion through the ages but begins with this thought—conversion starts with 
friendship with Jesus. If this was true I wondered what kind of effects could occur through companionship 
and the embedded practices of missional commitment. Alan Kreider, The Change of Conversion and the 
Origin of Christendom (Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock Publishing, 1999), 1.  
4 
The first question, “What are we doing?” was developed in order to measure how 
each member of the team defined the experiment, to evaluate whether or not each 
member was internalizing missional frameworks, and furthermore, to determine if 
internalization changed over time. The second question, “What do you hear God saying?” 
was asked in conjunction with reading Jeremiah 29, Luke 10, and other Scriptures aloud, 
followed by times of silence as each person prayerfully contemplated and reflected our 
action, God’s action, and the words the Spirit was speaking. For the purposes of this 
project, this process of reading Scripture, silence, contemplation, and interaction with the 
Spirit is defined as “dwelling in the Word.”6 Dwelling in the word and reflecting upon 
this question was developed to measure whether missional culture was being embedded. 
The third question, “What stories can you share about our neighbors?” was formulated to 
evaluate whether engagement was taking place, and to press into “life giving narratives.”7 
These stories and the answer to each of the questions were gauged for growth in 
confidence regarding missional commitment.  
These questions were posed first in June 2013 as a baseline for the data, and then 
repeated over three meetings in 2014, culminating with the leaders writing a report for 
the pastoral team at Coast based on the data. In June 2014, the team members were 
                                                     
6 This piece was developed in light of Mark Lau Branson’s work. See Mark Lau Branson, “The 
Practical Theology Cycle,” in Mark Lau Branson and Juan F. Martinez, Churches, Cultures, and 
Leadership: A Practical Theology of Congregations and Ethnicities (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 
2011), 41-47. See also Alan Roxburgh and M. Scott Boren, Introducing the Missional Church: What It Is, 
Why It Matters, How to Become One (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2009), 189. Walter Brueggemann 
calls this being an “intensely textual community.” See his chapter titled “Rethinking Church Models 
through Scripture” in Walter Brueggemann, Cadences of Home: Preaching Among Exiles (Louisville, KY: 
Westminster John Knox Press, 1997), 105. 
 
7 This part of evaluation was influenced by Branson’s work on Appreciative Inquiry. See Mark 
Lau Branson, Memories, Hopes, and Conversations: Appreciative Inquiry and Congregational Change 
(Herndon, VA: The Alban Institute, 2004).  
5 
hosted by regular attenders of Cinema Café, and each reflected on the practice in light of 
Scripture and their experience. There are six sets of data evaluated here: the baseline, 
three meetings, the report and the reflection on being hosted, to measure whether the 
three practices of shared hospitality, dwelling in the Word, and reflection stimulated 
missional commitment in a group of leaders at Coast.  
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CHAPTER 1 
FORMED BY CONTEXT 
 
 
 In his book, Cosmopolis, Stephen Toulmin states that the philosophical notion of 
starting with a blank slate has been a “mistake all along”; that being impossible, “the only 
thing we can do is to make the best of starting with what we have got, here and now.”1 
This chapter details my context and its theological implications. The Cinema Café project 
at Coast that was detailed in the Introduction came after two years of assessment, 
evaluation, and leadership development that began at Community Church of God, San 
Jose (hereafter, Community) in 2010. This chapter will give an account of this process, 
addressing the challenges of an ecclesiocentric mindset, reactive imaginaries, and my 
development as a missional leader that ultimately led to a change of context.2   
 
Formation: Church Context and Theological Implications 
My particular starting point is within the Pentecostal tradition, at Community. In 
his book, The Character of Theology, John Franke states, “There are no neutral starting 
                                                     
1 Stephen Toulmin, Cosmopolis: The Hidden Agenda of Modernity (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1992), 179.   
 
2 Alan J. Roxburgh, Missional: Joining God in the Neighborhood (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker 
Books, 2011), 126-127. Roxburgh states that reactive mindsets are marked by a church growing 
increasingly focused on its internal life. More discussion is given to this topic later in this chapter.  
7 
points from which to engage in the work of theology.”3 I was raised in an imaginary 
preoccupied with the return of Christ to such a degree that Pentecostal ecclesiology was 
developed after its eschatology.4 The effect this had on the tradition, and on my own 
imaginary for mission, as I would come to learn, cannot be minimized.  
 
Early Pentecostalism:  
Shifting from Pentecost-Kingdom to Impotency 
Primitive Pentecostal missiology was informed by the Lukan understanding of the 
Kingdom of God and was called “Pentecost-Kingdom.”5 This framework, informed by 
the Full Gospel, as proposed by Steven J. Land in his book, Pentecost Spirituality,6 was 
understood by tangible expressions in the now, where boundaries of race,7 gender,8 
                                                     
3 John Franke, The Character of Theology (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2005), 44. 
 
4 For more see Dale Coulter, “Pentecostal Visions of the End: Eschatology, Ecclesiology, and the 
Fascination of the Left Behind Series,” Journal for Pentecostal Theology, 14, no. 1 (2005): 82. Coulter 
states, “If one wants to discover the seeds of Pentecostal ecclesiology within its North-American context, 
then one should look to its 'vision of the end'. In short . . . eschatology sparked the theological imagination 
of Pentecostals by helping them to see their ecclesial relationship to the plan of God as those yearning to be 
part of the spotless Bride.” 
 
5 Murray W. Dempster, “Christian Social Concern in Pentecostal Perspective: Reformulation 
Pentecostal Eschatology,” Journal of Pentecostal Theology, no. 2 (April 1993): 58.  
 
6 Steven J. Land, Pentecostal Spirituality: A Passion for the Kingdom (UK: Sheffield Academic, 
1993), 18. Land’s book is considered by most Pentecostal scholars as the definitive work on Pentecostal 
theology. Land is a North American theologian and former president of the Pentecostal Theological 
Seminary (formerly the Church of God Theological Seminary). He is one of the first to argue for 
Pentecostals being defined by the “Full Gospel” rather than “Spirit Baptism,” or tongue-talking. The Full 
Gospel includes: justification by faith in Christ, sanctification by faith as a second definite work of grace, 
healing of the body provided for all in the atonement, the pre-millennial return of Christ, and the baptism of 
the Holy Spirit evidenced by the speaking in tongues. 
 
7 Charles Edwin Jones, “The ‘Color Line’ Washed Away in the Blood: In the Holiness Church at 
Azusa Street and Afterward,” Wesleyan Theological Journal, 34, Vol. 2 (1999): 253.  
 
8 See Kimberly Ervin Alexander and R. Hollis Gause, Women in Leadership: A Pentecostal 
Perspective (Cleveland, TN: Center for Pentecostal Leadership and Care at the Church of God Theological 
Seminary, 2006), 11-23. 
8 
injustice,9 socioeconomic class,10 and age11 were all broken down. Early Pentecostals 
formed their ecclesiology and missiology with a “vision of the end.”12 With the delay of 
the Eschaton, Hollis Gause explains, Pentecostal theology was increasingly influenced by 
outside thought resulting in the bifurcation of church and kingdom. He states,  
The radical distinction between church and kingdom did not become a part of 
Pentecostal ecclesiology (and Pentecostal theology in general) until the movement 
came strongly under the influence of Dispensational Theology as represented in 
such works as The Scofield Reference Bible, Clarence Larkin's Dispensational 
Truth (New Rochelle, NY: Clarence Larkin Estate, 1918 and1920) and other 
works of this persuasion. These things became staples of the ministerial training 
of the movement; it was not a good move, and it stifled the development of 
Pentecostal ecclesiology. The influence of Dispensationalism created a radical 
separation of church and kingdom.13  
 
The early hopeful understanding of Christ’s return, which once saturated the movement 
with a full-bodied ecclesiology and mission, soon gave way to an ecclesiocentric 
understanding of church and mission preoccupied with personal experience.   
When the first generation of Pentecostals did not experience the Eschaton, there 
was a shift from the robust imaginary of a Pentecost-Kingdom to a withered and reactive 
“dark apocalyptic” framework redefining their early missiology.14 No longer was heaven 
                                                     
9 Kenneth Archer, The Gospel Revisited: Towards a Pentecostal Theology of Worship and Witness 
(Eugene, OR: Pickwick Publications, 2011), 138. Also see the whole chapter on “Liberating 
Hermeneutics,” 138-152. 
 
10 Land, Pentecostal Spirituality, 21. 
 
11 Ibid., 21. 
 
12 Ibid., 15. 
 
13 Hollis Gause, “A Pentecostal Response to Pinnock's Proposal," Journal of Pentecostal Theology 
14:2 (April 2006): 185. Emphasis added. 
 
14 Robert J. Schreiter, Constructing Local Theology (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1985), 73. 
Also, see Frank Macchia, “God Present in a Confused Situation: The Mixed Influence of the Charismatic 
Movement on Classical Pentecostalism in the United States,” Pneuma: The Journal of the Society for 
Pentecostal Studies 18, No. 1 (Spring 1996): 34. Macchia states, “North American, particularly white, 
9 
being experienced on earth; an escapist mindset emerged, an urgent mission of 
“snatching brands from the fire.”15 “The vision of the end,” which had once defined 
Pentecostals as a holistic missionary fellowship that broke boundaries, faded, and it was 
replaced by a contradictory missiology that practiced a separation fellowship. Soon the 
movement, which had once understood the Spirit as being given for “the power to 
witness,” was now influenced by dispensationalist thought, upward mobility, and 
individualism,16 and instead came to understand the gift of the Spirit as “the power for 
personal holiness.”17 As the movement continued, individualism brought further 
deterioration: rather than understanding the purpose of the Spirit as personal holiness, 
people began to believe that the purpose of the Spirit was for personal experience. In The 
Prophethood of All Believers, Roger Stronstad notes, “All too often the Pentecostal, 
charismatic movements focus on the experience, the emotion and the blessing more than 
they do on Spirit-filled and Spirit-empowered service. This shift in focus from vocation 
to personal experience, from being world-centered to self-centered, renders the service of 
the Pentecostal, charismatic movement . . . impotent.”18  
                                                     
Pentecostalism has lost a degree of its eschatological fervor as it has gradually abandoned the urban poor 
for the suburban middle class.”  
 
15 Dempster, “Christian Social Concern,” 53. Dempster notes a Pentecostal leader’s response to 
reading a work on social engagement by stating, “Social concern may feed the hungry and clothe people, 
but when the trumpet sounds and nobody rises, what do you have?” Dempster reflects, “This student 
expressed a typical mindset that continues to prevail among Pentecostals despite the church’s growing 
social involvement: social concern has little, if any, eschatological significance and can lure the church 
away from its main mission of ‘snatching brands from the fire.’”   
 
16 Gause, “A Pentecostal Response to Pinnock's Proposal,” 185.  
 
17 Roger Stronstad, The Prophethood of All Believers: A Study in Luke’s Charismatic Theology, 
Journal of Pentecostal Theology Supplement Series (London: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 10. 
 
18 Ibid., 123. Stronstad also notes there are some exceptions to this rule but that they are just that, 
exceptions.  
10 
Community Church 
The shift in focus took place before I was born, from the late 1930s to the 1970s. 
My formation occurred from 1980 onward in a church context with this impotent and 
confused theology. At Community I experienced how serious teleological issues lead to 
confusion about mission and church.19 The emphasis on personal holiness that I was often 
taught was clear: “The Church is and must remain a separate community.”20 This 
primitive Pentecostal narrative that I was raised on was in direct conflict with a Lukan 
imaginary for the Kingdom experienced now. The growing discomfort I experienced in 
trying to reconcile these two extremes led to my enrollment in the missional leadership 
cohort in the Doctor of Ministry program at Fuller Theological Seminary.  
Roxburgh notes, “Too often in our churches the rhythms of life have become 
static and terribly predictable in terms of programs, habits, and attitudes because people 
have become ingrown.”21 In the wake of conflicting theologies and with a heavy 
influence of impotent theology, Community could be described as ingrown despite the 
strong narrative it was rooted in as a Spirit-filled people empowered for mission. After 
                                                     
19 Roxburgh, Missional: Joining God, 97-98. Roxburgh describes the Gentile Christians’ 
confusion at what was promised and taught to what was being experienced in the now. This led to a crisis 
of identity, one I find myself in as a leader and a Pentecostal encountering God on mission. Also see the 
1993 spring issue of Pneuma, which is dedicated entirely to Pentecostal identity. Apparently this is a theme 
others have wrestled with as well. Murray W. Dempster, ed., Pneuma: The Journal of the Society for 
Pentecostal Studies 15, vol. 1 (Spring 1993).   
 
20 Dale Coulter, “Pentecostal Visions of the End,” 92. Coulter sums up the statements of 
Assemblies of God leader Frank M. Boyd, and he goes on to note David du Plessis’s suspicion and attack 
of ecumenical movements on pages 93-95. This is significant for Community’s missional awareness 
because one can see how suspicious Pentecostals are of other churches and believers, fearing that the 
influence of other followers of Christ will lead to hell. If Pentecostals fear other Christians, one can only 
imagine the fear they harbor for non-believers. 
 
21 Roxburgh, Missional: Joining God, 174.  
11 
three years of ministry at Community, I noted how the shifts in the Pentecostal imaginary 
from mission-centric to ecclesiocentric resulted in a defeating cycle of desiring mission, 
even sensing a driving call from the Spirit, while at the same time being stuck in a highly 
reactive, impotent theology of personal holiness, and the consumeristic fixation on 
personal experience that demanded separation.22  
 
Assessment, Evaluation, and Leadership Development 
Through assessments and evaluations of my experience at Community, three 
features of my leadership and my context became apparent. First, this impotent holiness 
theology was not sound. A deep and troubling question began to haunt me: Is this it? As 
wonderful as the fellowship at Community was, it did not exhibit the boundary-breaking 
Pentecost-Kingdom I had heard of growing up, and read about in Luke. The Spirit began 
to stir up in me a hunger for a faithful cultivation of the Lukan narrative that “was 
simultaneously restorationist and eschatological.”23 Second, I was convinced that 
continuing to serve the church in the form of an attracting-pastor appealing to more and 
more ingrown seekers would eventually kill me.24 Third, and perhaps most disturbing, 
                                                     
22 One man commented during listening groups, “This church is here for you, and as soon as you 
want to be a part you can come in and receive everything they have for you. I wish everyone would come 
in because they would be healed by the love of God and the love of the people.” So there is a consensus 
that there is redemptive work inside the church building but confusion as to how to get that to people 
outside. It is as though the idea of taking the ministry out of the building has not considered, even though 
every conversation mentions “going outside the four walls” Interview June 2011. The people are not dense, 
yet this continual prescription for mission “going outside” and definition of mission “things inside” point to 
some deep confusion and a sense of being stuck.  
 
23 Land, Pentecostal Spirituality, 34. 
  
24 Roxburgh and Romanuk. The Missional Leader, 111-124. This chapter, titled “Missional 
Readiness Factors and the Nature of Leadership,” details the growing expectation upon pastors to become 
entrepreneurial leaders who figure out how to attract more seekers and make them feel like they belong 
without any demands on their lives.  
12 
was my own sense of failure at not being able to answer the simple question: Who is my 
neighbor? My context provided a theology of ecclesiocentric values and rhythms to the 
degree that any missional experimentation on my part was often viewed reactively as 
dangerous and distracting from what was called “the real” spiritual work inside the 
church.25 As I reflected on this struggle I realized I was, often unknowingly, trying to do 
the impossible: reconcile the Pentecost-Kingdom of Luke 10 with the Dark-Apocalyptic-
Kingdom26 that persisted in my reactive home church.  
 
Uncovering My Leadership Adaptive Challenge 
 Becoming a missional leader would require new skills. In their book, Leadership 
on the Line, Ronald Heifetz and Marty Linsky’s leadership principle known as “getting 
on the balcony” was informative and challenging for me in this process.27 The authors 
suggest that healthy leaders engage in “the mental activity of stepping back in the midst 
of the action and asking, ‘What is going on here?’”28 Developing this skill over time in 
conjunction with evaluation and assessment, I grew to see three areas in which my 
leadership at Community was prohibiting change.  
                                                     
25 One board member pulled me aside and asked me not to neglect the spiritual things by engaging 
mission. His bifurcation of the spiritual and the missional are incredibly telling of the contextual theology 
of Community being confused. The primitive understanding of the Pentecost-Kingdom had faded, and 
current frameworks of the dark apocalyptic Kingdom are the dominant imaginary expressed by a reactive 
framework.  
 
26 Schreiter, Constructing Local Theology, 73. Schreiter’s work aided my understanding of 
eschatology that could shape an imaginary in negative ways. 
  
27 Ronald Heifetz and Marty Linsky, Leadership on the Line (Boston: Harvard School of Business, 
2002), 51-74. 
 
28 Ibid., 51. 
13 
 First, I was part of the problem.29 I had become a symbol of change, and of 
missional change at that. Although the board had asked for change and I was hired with 
that intent, the change in motion was now largely seen as my personal work rather than 
the church’s work. In fact, I had been marginalized by Community because the missional 
work was considered a special interest project.30 Second, in order to give the work back 
to the community and make space for them to treat adaptive challenges properly, it might 
take overwhelming the system.31 Lastly, I recognized the importance of modeling the 
missional behavior I longed to see.32 After getting on the balcony, I recognized that it was 
best for Community to be given back the work, and the healthiest course of action for my 
own leadership development would occur in a different context.33  
 
New Action and Evaluation 
 In November of 2012 I moved to San Diego with the goal of learning from the 
leaders at Coast, a Vineyard church, hoping that this context would provide more 
freedom for experimentation. The first steps of discernment and action in a different 
context were difficult. It became clear that part of my leadership adaptive challenge 
                                                     
29 Ibid., 90.  
 
30 Ibid., 36. 
 
31 Ibid. The authors speak of “giving the work back” on pages 123-134, “overwhelming the 
system” on page 84, and “creating a crisis” on 151. Reflecting on these principles influenced my leadership 
and decision to leave.  
 
32 Ibid., 95-98. 
 
33 Ibid., 127.   
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involved not asking “the church question” first.34 I had picked up and moved before, but 
my primary context had always been church. Upon moving to San Diego, I purposely and 
methodically unwound those roots and started branching out into the culture and the 
gospel. Refusing to ask the church question first was new action that often felt like non-
action.   
The adaptive challenge for my leadership development would not be answered 
easily or quickly. I slowly began to understand the truth that “there is more than one set 
of answers possible to . . . questions arising from this interaction of gospel, church and 
culture.”35 In other words, there was not a single technical solution for how to engage the 
culture, gospel, and the church in San Diego with a Pentecostal Kingdom imaginary. I 
began to spend more and more time engaging Luke 10 and seeking out how I might 
practice missional postures and be formed by the culture, the gospel, and church. This 
new phase was marked by experimentation and listening. I allowed church to interact 
with culture and the gospel, refusing to ask the church question first, which opened up 
new solutions to this challenge.   
 
Formation: Coast’s Changing Context 
 
 Moving to San Diego proved informative and challenging alike. I entered into a 
context that did not have the same adaptive challenges as Community; nevertheless, 
                                                     
34 Roxburgh notes that the “propensity of Christian leaders” is to start with church questions, and 
subsequently church answers. But he warns that “questions about the church cannot be the starting point.” 
Roxburgh, Missional: Joining God, 44-45.  
 
35 Schreiter, Constructing Local Theology, 23. In fact, Schreiter was hugely influential to me. His 
work of allowing these three—gospel, church, and culture—to interact and contribute challenged me and 
led the way forward.  
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Coast provided frameworks and adaptive challenges both unique unto itself and familiar. 
I began to address my adaptive challenges: I spent time listening to neighbors, the 
neighborhoods, and the people of my city. I continued to meditate on Luke 10 and the 
gospels, and I engaged in weekly reflections on how the gospel and the culture were 
interacting. I also began to engage with leaders and staff at Coast in order to serve and 
learn from a church community further along in the Missional Change Model.  
 
Coast’s History: Nomads and Neighborliness 
 Interestingly, just as I had changed context, Coast was also in the midst of 
changing contexts. In June of 2013 the church would go from meeting in La Jolla, right 
on the coast, to meeting in Clairemont, an area just a few miles inland from La Jolla. One 
sensed excitement in the community around the move as well as some grief. Over the 
next six months, Coast would engage in prayer walks, sermons, and home group studies 
with the hope that moving the meeting location would stimulate missional commitment to 
the neighborhood. I spent this time intently listening to the people of Coast, striving to 
learn their language and hear their story.  
 In reflecting on Coast in the midst of transition, I found it helpful to know some 
of their history. Coast began in the summer of 1988 with a group of families gathering in 
a home in La Jolla. After a year the group planted a church that was nomadic, meeting in 
“an office building in Del Mar, a warehouse in Sorrento Valley, La Jolla Elementary, a 
small historic chapel on Draper St. in La Jolla, and La Jolla High School.”36 In 2002 
                                                     
36 Coast Vineyard Website: “History: A History of Coast,” CoastVineyard.org, 
http://coastvineyard.org/new-to-coast/history/ (accessed February 1, 2013).  
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Coast moved to the top of Mt. Soledad in La Jolla, meeting at the San Diego French 
American School. Mt. Soledad has a park with a large cross on it, and from this high 
point one can see the entire city. Coast held an annual week of intercession in this same 
location—morning and evening the congregation would look out over the city and pray. 
For this reason, many members expressed a fond attachment to this particular place.  
This neighborhood happens to be one of the most expensive neighborhoods to live 
in, not only in San Diego but in the entire country. Homes sell anywhere from two to 
eighteen million. Large gates stand around each castle-like manor, and some are used 
only as summer homes. I observed virtually all of the members driving up to Mt. Soledad 
for church. The remarks about the neighborhood, made by members of Coast, in this 
phase often expressed the way this context limited their missional commitment. Behind 
these comments seemed to be a conviction that where Coast met was not a standard 
neighborhood, and this prohibited them from missional commitment.37 While the people 
of Coast lived in neighborhoods where missional commitment might take place, I 
observed a fixed mindset of church being the place where people gathered on Sunday.  
In 2012 Coast was informed that the lease would not be renewed and they would 
indeed be moving neighborhoods. For some of the staff members who dislike change, 
this news was not immediately welcomed. However, for the home group leaders, many of 
whom were comfortable with change and who had been contending with Luke 10 and the 
Missional Change Model, there was a sense of great excitement. It seemed that in this 
model Coast had reached a level of awareness and understanding and had even ventured 
                                                     
37 Heifetz and Linsky, Leadership on the Line, 65. The authors discuss paying attention to what is 
behind the words or “the song beneath the words.”  
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into evaluation of their engagement.38 They had entered into the Missional Change Model 
and were moving towards missional commitment in listening and dwelling in Luke 10 
and Jeremiah 29 for the prior two years. In reflecting and contemplating, they began to 
put the gospel into conversation with the church and were made aware that they were not 
engaging culture. Their awareness and perhaps some understanding had developed as 
they strove to engage their neighbors. I witnessed this momentum build around the event 
of the move as people anticipated what God was up to in their neighborhood and strove to 
join in as a church.  
There were scheduled prayer walks followed by times of discernment seeking to 
determine where God was on the move in San Diego. The decision of where to relocate 
was shaped by the conversation of church and gospel as members dwelt in Luke 10. After 
reflecting on and contemplating the gospel, two of the primary questions were, “Who is 
my neighbor?” and “Where is my neighborhood?” With this awareness, and some 
understanding, the leaders made a significant decision based on their reflection in 
answering these questions. Clairemont was chosen as the new location of the church.    
 
New Neighborhood 
Clairemont is approximately seven miles south east of the previous meeting 
location. It is far more suburban and blue collar than La Jolla; the average per capita 
income is $30,683.39 At the time of the move, the majority of home groups met in homes 
                                                     
38 See Romanuk and Roxburgh, The Missional Leader, Chapter 5: “The Missional Change 
Model.” The steps in this model are: awareness, understanding, evaluation, experiment, and commitment.   
 
39 United States Census Bureau, “San Diego County,” http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/ 
06/06073.html (accessed February 2014).This data represents the amount for the year 2012. 
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in Clairemont where members lived, worked, and played. Many enjoyed the shorter 
commute on Sunday and the opportunity that meeting closer to home would give them 
for engaging their neighbors and missional commitment. I observed that for many 
members, moving locations indicated an anticipated change not just in location but in the 
mission of Coast. One leader remarked, “I was initially encouraged to reach out to my 
immediate neighbors. I've hosted multiple gatherings over the past year.”40 
The pastors of Coast and the leaders framed the move as an opportunity for Coast 
to engage the neighborhood in light of the community of faith being shaped for the last 
two years by Luke 10 and the Missional Change Model. The expectation was for Coast to 
be poured into by God that they might pour into the city as a sent out church.41 Home 
groups were praying into and seeking ways of engaging neighbors as they read and 
reflected together on Luke 10. The home group leaders were invited into times of 
discernment and reflection on what ways they might engage this new neighborhood—
particularly the new meeting location, Lindbergh-Schweitzer Elementary (hereafter, 
LSE), where several children from Coast also attended school. Additionally, Coast 
already enjoyed friendship with the Imam at the mosque across the street from the new 
location.   
In June of 2013 Coast moved into the neighborhood of Clairemont. There 
appeared to be an atmosphere of enthusiasm and hope for what lay ahead. After a few 
years of reflection in Luke 10 and times spent contemplating a God who moves in the 
                                                     
40 David Tran, interview by author, San Diego, April 25th, 2014. 
 
41 Jamie Wilson, “A Sent Out Church,” sermon, given at Coast Vineyard, San Diego, April, 7, 
2013, http://coastvineyard.org/teaching--worship/messages// (accessed November 2014). 
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neighborhood, many expressed a sense of joy at joining God in the neighborhood of 
Clairemont. One member said, “What an awesome day. It was like everyone was re-
energized and renewed.”42 Though the move presented momentum and exhibited change, 
it remained to be seen if the event had shifted missional imaginaries and participation in 
practice.   
 
Coast’s Adaptive Challenge 
Reflecting upon the move, some important questions needed to be considered. 
Had the members of Coast engaged their neighbors? Had moving indeed changed their 
missional commitment? The answers are more nuanced than a simple “yes” or “no.” 
There had been engagement with the local school that resulted in blessing the neighbors. 
But had the move shifted the imaginary? Was the gospel in conversation with the culture 
and the church? The move was presented as a way to move towards missional 
commitment the way Coast had been attempting to do since they had started to engage 
the Missional Change Model in 2010. However, one staff member commented in passing 
that there had been a big hoopla about moving, but once the move occurred, it was like 
nothing happened.  Another home group leader said, “The move . . . created a momentum 
towards building relationships with [the] school itself and mosque, but I'm unsure as to 
what extent the move actually shifted the missional drive in our community.”43   
Reflecting on the move revealed that moving meeting locations did not in fact 
change the conversation and result in missional commitment. Even the belief that moving 
                                                     
42 Jef Wassom, interview by author, San Diego, June 3rd, 2013.  
 
43 David Tran interview. 
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meeting locations would result in missional commitment revealed an imaginary stuck in 
the “church first” questions. Thus, one of the adaptive challenges Coast faces is a desire 
for missional commitment with an imaginary preoccupied with an ecclesiocentric 
approach. The challenge became: What would it take to stimulate missional commitment 
in the members of Coast?  
Reflecting on Coast’s external changes, a few details emerged. First, most 
connection was facilitated through the children’s pastor who had many relationships in 
the school previous to the move; however, the new action, after the move, at the school 
had not resulted in further relationships among the community. Second, most interaction 
was event based. While this certainly resulted in blessing the neighborhood, I had not 
observed it resulting in reciprocal relationships with the neighbors. Third, it was not 
evident that missional frameworks were being internalized.  
Romanuk and Roxburgh warn against this kind of large-scale program shift in The 
Missional Leader, stating, “Small steps and short-term wins are the best approach, rather 
than big programs or large-scale planning.”44 The move presented a large-scale event, but 
it appeared that missional commitment would require smaller steps, and systemic and 
nuanced change. Just as moving neighborhoods had not shifting Coast’s mindset, moving 
from Community’s reactive imaginary did not mean that contending with ecclesiocentric 
frameworks would end for me either. 
                                                     
 
44 Romanuk and Roxburgh, Missional Leader, 64.   
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CHAPTER 2 
THREE ASPECTS OF COAST’S ECCLESIOCENTRIC CHALLENGE 
 
AND THREE WAYS CINEMA CAFÉ PLANNED TO ADDRESS THEM 
 
 
 Moving locations did not produce missional commitment in the members of Coast 
the way some had hoped for. The adaptive challenge Coast faced of having a desire for 
missional commitment with an imaginary preoccupied with an ecclesiocentric approach 
was complicated and nuanced. Chapter 2 gives an overview of three aspects of Coast’s 
adaptive challenge of an ecclesiocentric mindset—idealism, eventism, and 
consumption—and an overview of the Cinema Café project. 
 
The Problem of Starting with the Church: Idealism, Eventism, and Consumption  
An ecclesiocentric imaginary presents distinct complexities that are greater than 
can be covered in this work. “The problem,” Roxburgh states, “is that we won’t address 
questions about the nature and function of the church by starting with questions about the 
church.”1 For this work, the term ecclesiocentric is understood as an imaginary that is 
preoccupied with and operating with the church as the central figure and of primary 
                                                     
1 Roxburgh, Missional: Joining God, 43. Also see the section, “The Cul-De-Sac of Old 
Questions,” which details in greater depth the ecclesiocentric problem.  
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importance; all other factors are secondary in consideration and value. As I reflected on 
my experience at Coast and especially the way the congregation and leaders thought 
about the move, I observed three facets of Coast’s ecclesiocentric imaginary that 
inhibited missional commitment: idealism, event mentality (hereafter eventism), and 
consumption.  
 
Idealism 
Idealism is marked by a fondness, often romanticized, for ideals that are centered 
on feelings and the idea of something rather than the reality. In his book, Empire of 
Illusion, Chris Hedges, noting Daniel Boorstin’s work, discusses this kind of cultural 
idealism, stating “that in contemporary culture the fabricated, the inauthentic, and the 
theatrical have displaced the natural, the genuine, and the spontaneous, until reality itself 
has been converted to stagecraft.”2 Idealism is not unique to Coast, it is something of a 
cultural norm in North America3; nevertheless, it pervades the imaginary found there. 
One of the ways I experienced idealism was the story shared by members about Mt. 
Soledad, the previous meeting location for Sunday service.4 The appreciation for the 
location is understandable, as it is breathtakingly beautiful and it towers over the city—it 
does everything it can to lend itself to idealism. The journey towards missional practice, 
                                                     
2 Chris Hedges, Empire of Illusion: The End of Literacy and the Triumph of Spectacle (New York: 
Perseus Books Group, 2009), 15.  
 
3 Colin Gunton notes that Platonic influence has flourished in every space (even or especially 
Christian) so that there is continually an effort to separate, and even disdain, the particular for the ideal or 
the “constraints of external reality.” Colin Gunton, The One, the Three, and the Many (Cambridge, UK: 
Cambridge University Press, 1992), 59. See section 2, Lecture 2: Plato.   
  
4 Branson, Memories, Hopes, and Conversations, Chapter 2. 
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begun in 2010, opened each year with a week of prayer that took place on top of Mt. 
Soledad.  
The memory of being on the mountain in prayer was the one most referenced by 
members of Coast with a fondness and sense of being with God.5 One home group leader 
stated it this way: “I loved those prayer weeks at Mt. Soledad Cross. Frankly, I miss it.”6 
The stage of Mt. Soledad was a powerful ideal to contend with. Sitting atop the mountain, 
looking over the city, enabled Coast to idealize the city, romanticize it even, without the 
mundane and messy work of actually engaging it. “Mission” then could be reduced to 
feelings had while praying atop a mountain, notably apart from neighbors and their 
neighborhoods, where Coast, literally, had the higher ground. After prayer, members 
were free to drive down from the mountain, where they had sat beneath a giant cross, 
with a sense of engaging their whole city without once having spoken to a neighbor.  
 The tension of the ideal versus reality presents some onstage and offstage7 strains 
at Coast. Onstage, Coast values real action; its stated value is: “Loving the world by 
extending the message and mercy of Jesus through evangelism.”8 The offstage reality 
was that the memories and hopes of the people were directly tied to an idealistic 
                                                     
5 Interestingly, the cross on the mountain has become a point of contention for many San Diegans. 
See Tony Perry, “U.S. Supreme Court Declines to Take Up Mt. Soledad Cross Case,” LA Times, June 30, 
2014, http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-court-mt-soledad-cross-20140630-story.html (accessed 
November 13, 2014). The staff noted that they were not keen to meet there because there was a cross, but 
rather because of the view of the entire city.  
  
6 Susan Wu, interview by author, La Jolla, CA, April 25th, 2014. 
 
7 Roxburgh, Missional Map-Making: Skills for Leaders in Times of Transition (San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass, 2010), 166. The understanding of onstage and offstage ecclesiology’s are covered in 
Roxburgh’s book.  
  
8 Coast Vineyard website, “Vision page,” http://coastvineyard.org/new-to-coast/vision/ (accessed 
November 13, 2014).  
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engagement, that is, prayer on a mountaintop, separate from people in their 
neighborhoods.9 One home group leader acknowledged the obstacles the location 
presented: “In terms of the space itself serving a missional function, I felt there was no 
relation.”10 Still, the mountain remained a sacred place in the congregation’s imaginary. 
After the move the leaders made the decision to meet for the week of prayer in the 
Clairemont neighborhoods where most members lived. Turnout was significantly lower 
than in previous years, and people remarked that they just could not get into praying in 
the neighborhood like they could on Mt. Soledad.11  
 
Eventism 
Eventism is a preoccupation with an event or a destination rather than the long 
haul of companionship which is made up of the mundane, the everyday, the fruit of the 
Spirit known as faithfulness. Eventism romanticizes the final destination, focuses on a 
single event over daily engagement, and is preoccupied with the technical and easy over 
the adaptive and the hard work. In his book, A Million Miles in a Thousand Years, 
Donald Miller notes this challenge: “Here’s the truth about telling stories with your life. 
It’s going to sound like a great idea, and you are going to get excited about it and then 
when it comes time to do the work, you’re not going to want to do it. . . . People love to 
                                                     
9 Branson, Memories, Hopes, and Conversations, Chapter 2.  
 
10 David Tran interview. 
 
11 David Tran interview; Susan Wu interview; Daniel Ozeki, interview by author, La Jolla, CA, 
April 25th, 2014. 
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have lived a great story, but few people like the work it takes to make it happen.”12 One 
way I experienced eventism was what appeared to be an electric atmosphere the day of 
the move. As previously noted, one person said, “What an awesome day. It was like 
everyone was re-energized and renewed.”13 Indeed the two-month sermon series leading 
up to move was titled “Church on the Move,”14 with many references to the move being a 
way for Coast to live into Luke 10.   
The fact that results were not seen is not an indication of a failure on Coast’s part; 
rather it serves as an indicator that the idealistic notions that the move was going to 
somehow shift imaginaries could be symptomatic of eventism. Eventism can be seen in a 
number of ways in current culture, not just Coast. Hedges writes that “blind faith in 
illusion is our culture’s secular version of being born again.”15 People seek events that 
might convert them, pouring hours of time, energy, and money towards this kind of 
transformation. In essence, “we escape real life through fantasy.”16 As it turns out, Coast 
is no different. Hoping that the event of moving to a new location would result in being a 
born again community, with an imaginary that would no longer be ecclesiocentric, 
indicates a type of blind faith in events. However, one disillusioned home group leader 
reflected that they were unsure whether the move mattered at all. 
                                                     
12 Donald Miller, A Million Miles in a Thousand Years (Nashville: Thomas Nelson Publishing, 
2009), 96. 
 
13 Jef Wassom interview. 
 
14 Coast Vineyard website, “Teaching + Worship: Church on the Move,” 
http://coastvineyard.org/teaching--worship/messages// (accessed November 13, 2014).  
 
15 Hedges, Empire of Illusion, 54.  
 
16 Ibid., 16.  
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The centrality of the meeting place on Sunday mornings in the imaginaries of a 
faith community is stubborn and all encompassing. In fact, one of Coast’s stated values 
is, “We will invite people to new life in Jesus in our services, home groups, events, and 
daily lives.”17 Coast’s priority here is inviting people in to their services, home groups, 
and events; only lastly is daily life mentioned. This three to one ratio is telling. Events on 
Sunday mornings indeed play a large part of Coast’s imaginary for mission. However, the 
notion that God is on the move in the neighborhood and would require God’s people to 
be on the move among their neighbors is placed last in the value. The language of this 
value and the predominance of events at the church make clear that while this notion is 
onstage, it has yet to fully permeate the imaginary of the church offstage.  
 
Consumption 
Consumerism makes up a third aspect of Coast’s ecclesiocentric challenge. Its 
facets are complex and numerous, but Zygmunt Bauman sums up the teleological 
implications nicely in his book, Consuming Life, in which he states, “The life of a 
consumer, the consuming life, is not about acquiring and possessing. It is not even about 
getting rid of what [has] been acquired the day before yesterday and proudly paraded a 
day later. It is instead, first and foremost, about being on the move.”18 The hustle of 
consumerism is a frenetic pace that leans on eventism and idealism to coerce people 
toward a better tomorrow. The terrible truth is that the goal of consumerism is to create 
                                                     
17 Coast Vineyard website, “Vision page,” http://coastvineyard.org/new-to-coast/vision/ (accessed 
November 13, 2014).  
 
18 Zygmunt Bauman Consuming Life (Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 2007), 98.  
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an impulse that is never satisfied. Bauman notes, “No amount of gratifying acquisitions 
and enticing sensations is likely ever to bring satisfaction in the way once promised.”19  
James K. A. Smith furthers this discussion on consumerism in his work, Desiring 
the Kingdom, in which he notes, “The . . . malls liturgy is not just a practice of 
acquisition; it is a practice of consumption.”20 Consumption then is like consumerism that 
has flourished and reached its full maturity and all the implications inherent.21 The tenets 
of consumption are marked by “the thrill of the unstainable ‘experience’ or event and the 
sheen of the novel and new.”22 The problems that arise when consumerism spreads into 
consumption are impossible to downplay. Their effects on missional commitment, which 
squarely locates itself in the everyday, are poisonous. Smith observes, “By our immersion 
in this liturgy of consumption, we are being trained to both overvalue and undervalue 
things: we’re being trained to invest them with a meaning and significance as objects of 
love . . . while at the same time treating them as easily discarded.”23 
Consumption is bound to be a part of any North American imaginary. Coast 
declares itself to have a “culturally relevant mission: Coast exists for the sake of those 
who are exiled from God. We are called to bring the gospel of the kingdom to every nook 
and cranny of creation, faithfully translating the message of Jesus in language and forms 
                                                     
19 Ibid., 131.  
 
20 James K. A. Smith, Desiring the Kingdom (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Publishing, 2009), 100. 
 
21 Anthony Giddens was particularly influential in this thought that perhaps the cultural 
frameworks we now experience are not new but rather matured social constructs. He states: “we have not 
moved beyond modernity but are living precisely through a phase of its radicalization.” Anthony Giddens, 
The Consequences of Modernity (Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press, 1990), 51.   
 
22 Smith, Desiring the Kingdom, 100.  
 
23 Ibid., 100.  
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that are relevant to diverse peoples and cultures.”24 However, offstage another reality is 
competing with this value. After observing how the business decision to spend money on 
rent in a new location held inherent meaning for many that the purchase would mean a 
new missional commitment, I started asking more questions. Over a few meals I 
informally interviewed church members asking what brought them to Coast. The answers 
were revelatory: the worship experience, the intellectual sermons, the way they made the 
members feel.25 While none of these answers are bad, they exposed a consumption 
mindset that not only affected their decision for choosing Coast, but likely also frame 
their understanding of mission. 
 
Experimentation and New Action 
 The three aspects of Coast’s ecclesiocentric imaginary of idealism, eventism, and 
consumption were in the mix as Coast engaged the Missional Change Model. These three 
aspects would not only play a part in the initial stages of the experiment, but would be 
influential in how new action would be developed and how I would guide the team. 
Moving meeting locations alone would not suffice in changing imaginaries; this would 
take a different mode of engagement and experimentation.   
 In February 2013 a group of leaders from Coast continued to employ the 
Missional Change Model and began experimenting in the local library. Cinema Café was 
designed to engage neighbors and to answer a question that the neighborhood was asking: 
                                                     
24 Coast Vineyard website, “Values page,” http://coastvineyard.org/new-to-coast/values/ (accessed 
November 13, 2014).  
 
25 Amanda Yap, Arthur Kaminomusha, Margaret Reed, Wendy Hill, Danny Hawn, Jenny 
Kingston, and Jef Wassom, interviews by author, San Diego, CA, June and July 2013. 
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“Could there be space at the local library for community?” Each café began with a warm 
welcome from a team member, free refreshments, the screening of a film, and small 
group discussion. After five months of this experiment, the team had successfully created 
a fledgling community, and at this point in June 2013, the team regrouped to reflect on 
further action. The consensus from the team was that the community created was good. It 
was also equally agreed upon that the experiment needed further development.  
 
From Experimentation to Commitment 
 George Hunsberger’s work became increasingly influential during this stage.26 
His understanding of the kingdom of God as a space that we receive and enter into started 
to shape how I would guide the team of leaders towards missional commitment. He notes, 
Daily life becomes a discipline of asking how one may move more squarely into 
the realm of God’s reign and how one may welcome and receive it into the fabric 
of one’s life this day more than ever. Here as well one can find a more focused 
way of living together as the community of Christ. This point is especially crucial 
for churches that have suffered the loss of focus, the loss of a sense of what lies at 
the center, the loss of their soul. Here, moreover, is a far more welcoming 
framework for evangelism. Evangelism would move from an act of recruiting or 
co-opting those outside the church to an invitation of companionship.27  
 
Hunsberger’s language, such as an “invitation into companionship,” began to shape my 
leadership approach for guiding these leaders out of an ecclesiocentric imaginary into a 
new imagination. I began to wonder with the team what companionship might look like 
                                                     
26 George Hunsberger, “Missional Vocation: Called and Sent to Represent the Reign of God,” in 
Missional Church, ed. Darrell L. Guder, 77-109 (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1998).  
 
27 Ibid., 97. Italics added. This understanding of mission also appealed to me in light of Stanley 
Grenz’s understanding of conversion as “fellowship with God.” See Stanley Grenz, Theology for the 
Community of God (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2000), 405. Also see Elizabeth O’Conner, Servant 
Leaders, Servant Structures (Washington, D. C.: Potter’s House Bookservice, 1991), 41. O’Conner writes, 
“We need a people to journey with us out of our own Egypt into the broad land that is promised.” 
31 
for us in the Cinema Café experiment. This dialogue and reflection resulted in the 
development of new action to be implemented as we continued experimenting anew. The 
team decided upon three new actions in order to deepen relationship and move towards 
companionship: dwelling in the Word, times of reflection, and shared hospitality.  
 
Facing an Ecclesiocentric Imaginary with the Ordinary 
 The three practices of dwelling in the Word, reflection, and shared hospitality 
made up the moving pieces of the project, founded on the Missional Change Model 
which sought to stimulate missional commitment. These items would need defined and 
practiced as the team of leaders experimented. The ordinary practices sought to engage 
the neighborhood by directly confronting an ecclesiocentric imaginary marked by 
idealism, eventism and consumption. As the team moved forward they would seek to be 
shaped by the three practices.  As I guided this team towards commitment I sought to 
evaluate whether dwelling in the word, reflection and shared hospitality did in fact bring 
the leaders face to face with ecclesiocentric practices, assistant them in re-imagining their 
practice and finally, did it stimulate commitment?  
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CHAPTER 3 
EXPLANATION OF THE PROJECT 
 
 
Since February 2013 a team of leaders at Coast had been experimenting by 
engaging their neighbors at the local library through a movie club. In June of 2013, after 
five months of engagement, the team sought to engage in a more meaningful way. Three 
new practices were identified by the leaders as the core of this project: dwelling in the 
Word, reflection on action taken, and shared hospitality. The beauty of these practices 
was precisely how ordinary they were. Each was unremarkable, even mundane, and 
pressed against the ecclesiocentric elements of idealism, eventism, and consumption. The 
invitation into companionship required time to dwell, humility to reflect, and the courage 
to receive hospitality.  
From this time forward I sought to define these practices with the team of leaders 
who were engaged in experimentation, with the hopes that these three practices might 
stimulate missional commitment. This chapter details the three practices as this team of 
leaders from Coast understood and defined them. These three practices would grow and 
shift as the project continued, and as the team of leaders experimented and was changed 
by that experimentation and practice.   
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Three Practices 
 At the start of this project, the five leaders from Coast sought to re-imagine the 
missional experiment at the local library in order to engage their neighbors in a greater 
way. Three practices were identified as the leaders reflected on the project and the 
interactions thus far. With hopes of friendship set forth, I guided the team towards further 
dwelling in the Word, particularly Jeremiah 29 and Luke 10, as well as space to reflect on 
action taken. The leaders set forth the goal of being hosted or asking a café participant to 
host as the third action to reform the experiment. This section details these three practices 
that comprise the project.  
 
Dwelling in the Word 
 In order to guide this team of leaders and stimulate commitment, there had to be a 
new imaginary. This type of shaping would not be done through strategizing or 
maneuvering, but would require Scripture and the Spirit. Roxburgh and Boren note, “It is 
essential to allow the Scripture to shape the imagination of the group. It is not enough to 
simply go and do it.”1 Just going and doing was precisely where the team found itself 
after five months of engagement; though the library project had started with dwelling in 
Luke 10, the group had not revisited the text together since that time. At this point we 
were looking for organic ways to connect with our neighbors, and there was a sense that 
we needed to have a different imagination than the one employed during the first portion 
of the experimentation.2  
                                                     
1 Roxburgh and Boren, Introduction the Missional Church, 189.   
 
2 Team of leaders, interviews by author, Baseline Reflection, San Diego, CA, June 2013. 
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 The new phase of the experiment would call for “dwelling in the Word.”3 
Jeremiah 29 and Luke 10 had consistently been a part of Coast’s language, sermons, and 
culture as the church worked through the Missional Change Model. One leader remarked, 
“Jeremiah 29 holds our philosophy of how we engage and I just want to continue on. 
Keep engaging.”4 In order to keep engaging Jeremiah 29 and Luke 10, there had to be an 
inhabitation of the text. Each month as we gathered these texts were read, followed by 
silence, contemplation, and interaction with one another and the Spirit in order to 
continue engaging Scripture while simultaneously acting. This kind of dwelling was done 
in hopes of inhabitation of the text, understood here as “our inner beings reshaped so that 
the actions become a part of who we are.”5  
 
Reflection 
 The second new action, reflection, was introduced in response to one participant’s 
thoughtful observation. During the dialogue, one person noted the need for “humility and 
a consciousness of where our own shortcomings are. Something to take into account . . . 
when we organize and lead people in Cinema Café is for [us] to have a sense of humility 
and understanding that we are not the ones leading this; we are just serving as 
instruments.”6 In order to attempt a posture of humility as well as a consistent awareness 
                                                     
3 Branson and Martinez, Churches, Cultures, and Leadership, 41-47; see also Roxburgh and 
Boren, Introducing the Missional Church, 189. 
 
4  Team of leaders, interviews by author, Baseline Reflection, June 2013. 
 
5 Roxburgh and Boren, Introducing the Missional Church, 189.   
 
6  Team of leaders, interviews by author, Baseline Reflection, June 2013. Parker Palmer notes this 
same posture in his work, To Know as We Are Known: Education as a Spiritual Journey (San Francisco: 
Harper & Row, 1993). Palmer writes, “Humility is the virtue that allows us to pay attention to ‘the other’—
be it student or subject—whose integrity and voice are so central to knowing and teaching in truth.” The 
35 
of God orchestrating and inviting us into this effort, a time for dialogue, prayer, and 
reporting was established.   
Paulo Freire discusses reflection/action in his seminal work, Education for 
Critical Consciousness.7 He states, “Reflection . . . is truly critical; it allows us to 
understand dialectically the different forms in which human beings know in their relations 
with the world.”8 The experiment already engaged the team with their neighbors, but a 
deepening of the engagement was desired—a space for thoughtful dialect to transpire 
with the goal of transforming the action already in place. There seemed to be a 
recognized need for this kind of space. Branson and Martinez touch on the need for 
missional leaders to guide reflection in this process, stating the need for “participants . . . 
to make observations and connections.”9 With all of this in mind, the team chose to meet 
each month to dwell in the Word and to reflect on action.  
 
Shared Hospitality 
The third piece of new action required something risky and wholly undefined or 
experienced: after five months of engagement, there had yet to be an invitation into our 
neighbors’ homes. After discussing Jeremiah 29 and Luke 10, one person remarked, “I 
think . . .  asking someone else to host it in their home is a huge step because it has us 
                                                     
interconnectivity of reciprocity and humility were key tenets of guiding the team towards missional 
commitment.   
 
7 Paulo Freire, Education for Critical Consciousness (New York: Continuum International 
Publishing, 1974).    
 
8 Ibid., 92.   
 
9 Branson and Martinez, Churches, Cultures, and Leadership, 214.  
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going into their secure space, instead of us inviting them.”10 This began a lively 
discussion in which each person identified with this person’s remarks and acknowledged 
that this paradigm would more closely align with Luke 10 than what was currently being 
experienced in the experiment. This new action, shared hospitality versus managing an 
event, was sought to possibly inform and form the team through companionship. 
Smith discusses this type of action as a “love formation,” little “liturgies” or 
practices that shape who we are, not through an intellectual download but rather through 
lived-in experiences.11 He states,  
Liturgies—whether “sacred” or “secular”—shape and constitute our identities by 
forming our most fundamental desires and our most basic attunement to the 
world. In short, liturgies make us certain kinds of people, and what defines us is 
what we love. They do this because we are the sort of animals whose orientation 
to the world is shaped from the body up more than from the head down. Liturgies 
aim our love to different ends precisely by training our hearts through our 
bodies.12 
 
This third action felt risky and uncertain, and some responded with questions and 
concerns. The leaders could not guarantee that any of the neighbors would indeed invite 
them in. Furthermore, the willingness to be shaped through companionship, even love, 
rather than through intellect was a new and risky endeavor with uncertain outcomes.   
 
 
 
                                                     
10 Team of leaders, interviews by author, Baseline Reflection, June 2013. This reflection resonates 
with Ervin Lazlo’s work, The Systems View of the World: A Holistic Vision for Our Time (Cresskill, NJ: 
Hampton Press, 1996), which had me questioning a sharing of the Gospel that was atomistic and 
compartmentalized. Lazlo’s argument for systems that are much more chaotic and act as a whole began 
influencing my thoughts. I wondered what it might look like to guide a team towards mission that required 
not merely one compartmentalized piece of their lives but rather called for the whole of who they are in 
relationship with the other.  
 
11 Smith, Desiring the Kingdom, 25. 
 
12 Ibid. 
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Conclusion 
 
The team began to engage in these practices in June of 2013. It quickly became 
apparent that one of the most important elements for the three practices was time. Time 
was essential: to dwell, to reflect, and to live into the kind of neighborhood life that 
would result in shared hospitality. After months of engaging the process, I began to 
evaluate the changes in the leaders founded upon the baseline of data gathered in June of 
2013 to examine whether the three practices had indeed stimulated missional 
commitment.  
In order to evaluate and assess whether the three practices were forming the 
leaders for missional commitment, as noted, I utilized Roxburgh and Romanuk’s markers 
as guidelines: confidence, missional culture being embedded in the leaders, and the 
internalization of missional frameworks.13 I formulated our meetings around these three 
interview questions: 1) What are we doing? 2) What do you hear God saying? and 3) 
What stories can you share about our neighbors?  
To review, the first question, “What are we doing?” was established to measure 
how each leader understood the experiment, and to calculate whether or not he or she was 
internalizing missional frameworks. This point of reflection was also presented in order 
to measure to what degree was internalization happening as the project and their 
interactions progressed. Particular attention was paid to the language the leaders used and 
how they understood their relationships with their neighbors. I wondered whether the 
leaders’ language would change over time and with continued engagement. And 
                                                     
13 Roxburgh and Romanuk, The Missional Leader, 102.   
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furthermore, I wondered how the leaders would see themselves, church, the gospel, and 
culture as their engagement continued. 
The second question, “What do you hear God saying?” was presented during each 
gathering as the leaders reflected on their interaction with the neighborhood in 
conjunction with reading Jeremiah 29, Luke 10, as well as other texts, and reflecting 
upon actions taken and God’s action. This point of reflection was consistently done while 
allowing room for the Spirit to speak. As noted, for the purpose of this project, this 
process of reading Scripture, silence, contemplation, and interaction with the Spirit is 
defined as “dwelling in the Word.”14 This type of reflection was utilized to review 
whether the leaders’ understanding of the Scripture was affected by their friendships with 
their neighbors, and to evaluate whether missional culture was being embedded.  
The third question, “What stories can you share about our neighbors?” sought to 
give space to narratives and life-generative interactions. From the baseline forward, these 
stories, as well as the understandings shared in response to each of the questions, were 
evaluated and assessed for progress in confidence regarding missional commitment. This 
question easily tested whether new action was being taken as well as the regularity of 
new action. The opportunity to share a story was purposeful in order to structure the 
reflection times around life-giving narratives. Chapter 4 analyzes these six sets of data 
and offers some conclusions as to whether missional commitment was stimulated through 
these practices. 
                                                     
14 Again, see Branson’s work in the chapter titled “The Practical Theology Cycle” in Branson, 
Churches, Cultures, and Leadership, 41-47, and Roxburgh and Boren, Introducing the Missional Church, 
189. Also see Brueggemann, Cadences of Home, 105. 
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CHAPTER 4 
ASSESSMENT OF ACTIONS TAKEN AND DATA DEVELOPED 
 
 
The theory for this project was developed after a group of leaders from Coast, 
who had engaged in an experiment at the local library for five months, had reflected that 
they desired further engagement with their neighbors. I guided this team as they 
prayerfully discerned that dwelling in Scripture, reflection, and shared hospitality might 
be three ways of deepening relationship. It was then theorized that these three practices 
might form these leaders and result in missional commitment. This chapter will detail the 
process of determining what defined missional commitment for this project, how the data 
was assessed, and finally, whether the desired outcome of commitment was reached.   
 
Defining Missional Commitment 
In order to evaluate whether the three practices—reflection, dwelling in Scripture, 
and shared hospitality—were in fact stimulating missional commitment, some 
understanding of this idea and measurements were needed. A working definition for 
missional commitment was first identified utilizing Roxburgh and Romanuk’s work, 
which states that missional commitment is “gathering more people, confidence of the 
community growing, . . . and missional culture [being] embedded in the congregation not 
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as an idea of one person . . . but because the people themselves have taken on a new way 
of being church together, [the] people [have] internalized the framework of missional 
life.”1 In order to develop an efficient starting point and measurable barometer for 
missional commitment, I narrowed this definition to the following three aspects: 
confidence, missional culture being embedded in the leaders, and the internalization of 
missional frameworks. I then sought to define these three elements.  
Soon it was clear that confidence, embedded culture, and internalization of 
frameworks are not three free-standing pieces. Rather, the more I combed through these 
elements I grew to understand them as contributing and synergistic factors of missional 
commitment. Each element strengthens the other and even makes the other possible. In 
Missional Map Making, Roxburgh, noting the cultivating work of missional practice, 
describes how the three aspects work together: “It is as if the Spirit is opening a window 
for the church and we are looking into a new world and being invited to risk, discovering 
what God might want to reform and make within us as God’s people.”2 
Risk is a way of understanding confidence, for it requires a level of belief and 
peace to step out and imagine a different way. Discover is a succinct way to comprehend 
missional culture being embedded into the leader. For discovery is not merely a mental 
download that results in the embedding of a culture, but the risky action taken in the act 
of experimentation that actively embeds missional practice into the lives of the leaders. 
Reform is essentially what is undertaken in this process of internalization of frameworks 
                                                     
1 Roxburgh and Romanuk, The Missional Leader, 102. Italics added. 
 
2 Roxburgh, Missional Map-Making, 151. 
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where risky action results in new understandings of culture, the gospel, and church and 
discernment is learned and developed. From these three synergistic elements—
confidence, missional culture being embedded, and the internalization of missional 
frameworks—I began to define and develop measurements for evaluating the data from 
the project.  
 
Confidence 
 I began by considering what would define confidence in terms of missional 
commitment and what indicators might present themselves in the leaders as the Cinema 
Café experiment continued. The word “missional” has been used to define anything and 
everything in current pop-church literature,3 but this popular understanding was 
essentially useless in understanding confidence borne from the Missional Change Model 
of awareness, understanding, evaluation, and experimentation leading to commitment. A 
basic definition of confidence is simply belief and trust. If key components of confidence 
boiled down to belief and trust, I then sought to define what it meant to be confident in 
one’s missional commitment.  
 First, I noted that perhaps more than ever, what marks the Church is anxiety, and 
conversely, what marks missional practice and indeed commitment is a confidence borne 
from rest. This is markedly different from the “anxious need to say the right words at the 
                                                     
3 Craig Van Gelder notes this danger in The Missional Church in Context: Helping Congregations 
Develop Contextual Ministry, stating, “The most common problem is the tendency among some to assume 
that it is just another way of framing the historical understandings of missions in the life of the church.” 
Craig Van Gelder, The Missional Church in Context: Helping Congregations Develop Contextual Ministry 
(Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2007), viii.  
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right place to get the right decisions.”4 The cultural norm for North America is often one 
of greedy and mindless acquisition. Indeed, “the American empire finds salvation in 
economic progress and global control.”5 But such postures and frameworks “turn one’s 
neighbor into a competitor and a threat and a challenge.”6 To confidently rest required 
leaders to believe that “they had been chosen by God to be a special people, a journeying 
people who were forced to discover again and again what God wanted them to be doing 
in the world.”7 Thus, missional commitment marked by confidence would be identifiable 
by the trust and belief the leaders had in this God-on-mission in their neighborhood.  
Second, we noted that the theme of peace was central to both Jeremiah 29 and 
Luke 10. Peace was elemental in doing mission as well as a Spirit-filled result of God’s 
people being present in the city and in the homes of others. This is quite different from 
the programmatic ecclesiocentric posture the Church has often cultivated in the last fifty 
years when doing mission, which can more often than not lead church people to feel 
anxious and even to despair.8 Instead, Jeremiah 29 shows a different way. Theologian 
Terence Fretheim notes,   
The word “welcome” is salom, used three times in this verse for a comprehensive 
sense of well-being that touches every aspect of their lives. God is concerned 
about the welfare of a pagan city, which would include its individual inhabitants 
                                                     
4 Roxburgh, Missional: Joining God, 145.  
 
5 Brian J. Walsh and Sylvia C. Keesmaat, Colossians Remixed: Subverting the Empire (Downers 
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2004), 62.  
 
6 Walter Brueggemann, Sabbath as Resistance: Saying No to the Culture of Now (Louisville, KY: 
Westminster John Knox Press, 2014), 38.   
 
7 Roxburgh and Boren, Introducing the Missional Church, 15.    
 
8 Brueggemann notes that this has led to despair in many church people. “In our contemporary 
circumstances of ministry, I suggest that despair is the defining pathology that robs the church of missional 
energy and of stewardship generosity.” Brueggemann, Cadences of Home, 7.  
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and the community as a whole. The effects of this combination of work and 
prayer on the part of the exiles would affect their own lives in a positive way, but 
they would also reverberate out to contribute to the welfare of the Babylonians 
and all those with whom they came into contact.9 
 
Likewise, N. T. Wright points out that in Luke 10, the declaration for peace carries 
significance not merely for the household, but it is central to Jesus’ theology of mission. 
He writes, “At the heart of his call was the message of peace. ‘Peace to this house,’ the 
messengers were to say, looking to see whether there was a ‘child of peace there.’ . . . 
Jesus’ vision of God’s kingdom . . . grew directly out of his knowledge and love of 
Israel’s God as the God of generous grace and astonishing, powerful healing love.”10 
Therefore the centrality of peace in both Jeremiah 29 and Luke 10 became a key element 
in the understanding of confidence in terms of missional commitment for this project.  
The third factor that rest and peace poured into was an emerging imaginary that 
empowered the leaders to risk. In order to commit to a new work, there had to be a sense 
that something new could even exist. This is risky. Mark Lau Branson notes that a 
community’s imagination is formed by their “stories and practices, history and 
expectations.”11 In order to conceive of a new expectation, a community must do the hard 
work required by the Missional Change Model, in which assurance grows that there may 
                                                     
9 Terence E. Fretheim, Jeremiah, Smyth & Helwys Bible Commentary, vol. 15 (Macon, GA: 
Smith & Helwys Publishing Inc., 2002), 403.  
 
10 N. T. Wright, Luke for Everyone (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 2001), 120-
121.  
 
11 Mark Lau Branson, “Ecclesiology and Leadership for the Missional Church,” in The Missional 
Church in Context: Helping Congregations Develop Contextual Ministry, ed. Craig Van Gelder (Grand 
Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2007), 95. Italics added. 
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be a way to engage the gospel and culture as a church community rather than the 
defeating and despairing methods previously experienced. 
 Noting Roxburgh’s words of a lessening of anxiety and the scriptural frameworks 
of Jeremiah 29 and Luke 10’s themes of peace, confidence would therefore be noticeable 
by these three markers: rest, peace, and an emerging imaginary enabling the leaders to 
risk. I began evaluating the language and stories collected in the data for these three 
indicators of confidence as the project continued. The questions I asked were as follows: 
Was there a sense of wholeness to the work being done? Did anxiety rise or fall for 
leaders and for participants of the café? These systems for evaluation guided the 
assessment of the data in regards to missional commitment marked by confidence.  
 
Missional Culture Embedded 
 Determining embedded culture for missional commitment was a bit more elusive. 
One simple factor was whether or not the first element of confidence was resulting in 
action. To put it directly, were “people . . . doing simple things that changed their 
reality”?12 Inherent to the ideals of missional theology is that God is a sending God. 
Therefore, inherent in the ideals of missional practice is that this sending results in action 
on the part of God’s people. If leaders were spending time dwelling in the Scriptures of 
this sending God and praying, the question became, Did the leaders’ actions change?  
 First, a new understanding of simple became paramount. Did the leaders 
understand that missional practice and commitment were deeply rooted in the ordinary? 
To some degree, embracing the mundane had to become central, not only to the project 
                                                     
12 Roxburgh, Missional Map-Making, 144. Italics added. 
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but in the lives and habits of the leaders and the community. Much like peace would be a 
marker of confidence, patience would be a marker of missional culture.13 Ecclesiocentric 
mindsets rooted in consumerism, idealism, and particularly eventism were going to be 
difficult cultural challenges to not only contest with but to uproot and replace. As David 
E. Fitch puts it, “Capitalism intrudes upon every living space. . . . . It shapes us into being 
wealth accumulators, consumers . . . until there is little time for our people to be the 
body.”14 The question then became, Could missional culture be embedded by entering 
into prayer and Scripture to the degree that action was decided upon and entered into?  
Second, even that ordering revealed a theory of understanding that this project 
was pushing against. Did action follow knowledge or did knowledge follow action? 
Smith’s theories were highly influential at this point, as previously noted. His concept 
that our “orientation to the world is shaped from the body up more than from the head 
down”15 suggested that the action taken could perhaps insert new ideals and ways of 
being into the leaders. This notion formed the second point for assessment regarding 
whether missional culture was being embedded in the leaders and the community. Was 
the action shaping how they thought of the participants of Cinema Café (neighbors), 
church, and the gospel? Moreover, were these actions resulting in shifts of the imaginary, 
                                                     
13 See Philip D. Kenneson, Life on the Vine (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1999). 
Kenneson helpfully notes that “patience is a necessary prerequisite for establishing peace.” Kenneson, Life 
on the Vine, 112.  
 
14 David E. Fitch, The Great Giveaway: Reclaiming the Mission of the Church from Big Business, 
Parachurch Organizations, Psychotherapy, Consumer Capitalism, and Other Modern Maladies (Grand 
Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2005), 170-171. 
 
15 Smith, Desiring the Kingdom, 25. 
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especially in reference to the adaptive challenge of ecclesiocentric mindsets marked by 
idealism, eventism, and consumption?  
In order to evaluate this dynamic, I concentrated on how the leaders answered the 
question, What do you hear God saying? The answer to this question would also provide 
insight into where they were hearing God. If ecclesiocentric mindsets were part of the 
adaptive challenge, then I supposed that the leaders would begin hearing God not merely 
in relation to church, but in relation to other aspects of life as well. The hope was that the 
action taken in the experiment would begin producing insight into Scripture and 
knowledge of God, the gospel, and culture. Therefore, in order to measure whether 
missional culture was being embedded, I paid special attention to what actions were 
suggested and what actions were taken, as well as what language the leaders used in this 
stage of the experiment.  
 
Missional Frameworks Internalized 
Internalization of frameworks ought to be a process that is textured, methodical, 
and refined through the ordinary faithfulness of time. This was perhaps the most difficult 
piece to measure. Again, this process would press up against idealism and eventism, and 
it would challenge the leaders as they sought to engage in the predictable and familiar 
pattern of church business where some kind of romantic and farfetched plan was hatched. 
As Roxburgh notes, “The problem with these big visions is that, first, they don’t last; 
second, they don’t change anything; and third, they create disappointment and loss of 
hope as, several years on, leaders come up with yet another [plan].”16 The ordinariness of 
                                                     
16 Roxburgh, Missional: Joining God, 177. 
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action through the mundane practice of the monthly café would either start to shift 
imaginaries or it would not. And if it did shift imaginaries, would the dwelling in 
Scripture, reflection, and hospitality begin to form or reform their frameworks for 
understanding church, gospel, and culture?  
There would be no way to check a box indicating “yes” or “no” in regards to 
missional frameworks being internalized in leaders—this was by far too complex. But 
what could be measured in this project was how the leaders not only experienced the 
actions taken and the hospitality received (confidence, embedded culture), but whether 
they were also growing in their ability to discern what was taking place. Again Roxburgh 
was helpful in this phase, stating, “As we listen to stories, we may be able to discern what 
God is up to in the neighborhood.”17 He notes that this listening posture is a long process 
and it is rather difficult. The data collected for this project over a one-year period was 
rather small to determine whether internalization had indeed succeeded. However, I 
suspected that evaluating the data to determine whether the ability to discern was actually 
growing in the leaders (both what was happening and what next actions would be 
appropriate) was likely very strong.  
I utilized two measurements for evaluating growth in discernment. First, I 
considered whether the habits being practiced were beginning to help the leaders 
understand that they were a part of something larger. Could the leaders begin to see that 
they were “created for stories, not propositions; for drama, not bullet points”?18 I 
                                                     
17 Roxburgh, Missional: Joining God, 187.  
  
18 James K. A. Smith, Who’s Afraid of Postmodernism? (Grand Rapids: MI, Baker Academic, 
2006), 140. 
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considered whether the leaders were understanding the action taken in terms of God, the 
gospel, and their neighbors. Was the process of journeying with friends seen as a 
legitimate expression of God in their neighborhood, or were notions of eventism winning 
out? I expected that this would be noticeable, particularly in language used, stories told, 
and time tables brought up in the times of reflection. 
The second element for determining whether the practice of discernment was 
growing was whether the reciprocity experienced was forming the leaders and whether 
they were aware of this re-forming. This would require leaders to uncoil years of 
evangelical training that were largely objectifying. As noted by Craig Van Gelder, most 
of this theology of mission was developed in order to start new congregations “as 
denominational franchises . . . expanding the frontier. . . . They tended to pay little 
attention to matters of context.”19 This experiment was all about context; in their 
particular context with their particular neighbors, could the leaders discern Christ in the 
other? Was the idea of Jesus showing up in the stranger (Luke 24) a possibility in this 
missional experiment? Could the leaders discern Christ in the neighbor and even learn 
from them? Rather than renouncing the world as a means of engagement with God, could 
they meet God in the “mutual awareness” of shared hospitality?20  
With this understanding of measuring the internalization of missional frameworks 
based upon one’s growth in discernment, two indicators then guided the evaluation of the 
data: first, reference to story and God at work, and second, their own shaping in the 
                                                     
19 Van Gelder, The Missional Church in Context, 17.  
  
20 Richard Sennett, The Conscience of the Eye: The Design and Social Life of Cities (New York: 
Alfred A. Knopf, 1990), 247.  
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process. The goal was to evaluate whether a leader was exhibiting a certain type of 
discernment. With this discernment, the leader would be willing to question what God 
was up to, and he or she would “start naming the fact that old programs and solutions 
aren’t going to make a dent.”21 This discernment would “come from the people 
themselves.”22 Two questions would follow: Would the leaders be able to discern a new 
future for themselves in light of what God was up to in their neighbors, themselves, and 
the neighborhood? And could confidence and embedded culture interact with 
discernment that would bring about a transformed imagination in these leaders?23  
 
Three Elements for Assessment 
 This process of refining and defining confidence, missional culture embedded and 
the internalization of missional frameworks set parameters for evaluating the data from 
the four gatherings of the leaders of Cinema Café, the report they wrote and a final 
written reflection by each leader on their time of being hosted. Through this evaluation I 
sought to determine if the three practices of reflection, dwelling in scripture and shared 
hospitality would indeed stimulate missional commitment in these leaders and then 
spread to the greater community of Coast. Commitment is paramount. And commitment 
is also complicated. It is at once personal and communal, based on feelings and 
interpretations and also on thought and decisions, it is fixed and it is moving. Esteemed 
missiologist Lesslie Newbigin captures this paradox well, noting,  
                                                     
21 Roxburgh, Missional: Joining God, 175.  
 
22 Ibid. 
  
23 Walsh and Keesmaat talk about imaginations being transformed in Walsh and Keesmaat, 
Colossians Remixed, 85.  
51 
At every stage there has to be a personal commitment to probe and explore, and at 
every stage we have to rely on tools, instruments, which we have to trust while we 
use them. But we have to be ready to examine and reshape the tools so that they 
may be more fitted to the reality to be explored. The commitment is a personal 
matter; it has to be my commitment. In that sense it is subjective. But it is a 
commitment which has objective reference…It looks for further confirmation by 
further experience. The test of its validity will be that it opens the way for new 
(and often unexpected) discovery.24  
 
The experience of the team of leaders at the café will now be evaluated and the 
discoveries offered up as a way of determining whether this experiment resulted in the 
desired outcome of this kind of missional commitment.  
 
Development Assessed 
 The Cinema Café experiment began in February 2013, but this project was 
developed in June of 2013 as the team of leaders reflected upon the action and sought to 
further engage their neighbors. The data was documented on six occasions and is split 
here into six parts. First, a baseline was set in the first meeting of the project during 
which the leaders reflected and shared what they hoped would develop. After that, three 
times of reflection were documented after the three practices of dwelling in Scripture, 
reflection, and shared hospitality had been practiced for ten months. Two additional 
pieces of data were the report written by the team of leaders for the Coast pastors and 
their own written reflections on being hosted in July of 2014. I sought to measure this 
data for growth in missional commitment based upon three factors—confidence, the 
embedding of missional culture, and the internalization of missional frameworks.  
 
                                                     
24 Lesslie Newbigin, The Gospel in a Pluralist Society (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans 
Publishing Company, 1989), 35. 
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Baseline: June 2013 
The baseline for this research was conducted in June of 2013. As noted 
previously, the gathering was organized and influenced by Churches, Cultures and 
Leadership25 as well as The World Café.26 In their model of practical theology, Branson 
and Martinez detail the work of the leader wherein they must “give participants time to 
make observations and connections.”27 This process requires time to work the praxis into 
the theory and the theory into the practice, and repeat—again and again. Brown’s 
methodology, which utilized and elevated what transpires in conversation, also shaped 
these times. She notes, “Conversation is the core process by which we humans think and 
coordinate our actions together.”28 I recorded notes of this core process, writing down 
comments during the gathering as well as electronically recording each gathering in order 
to fill in the gaps in my notes. I was particularly interested in generating conversations 
and making space for dialogue in order to understand each leader’s starting point.  
 
Confidence 
 As the time of reflection started, I asked, “What are we doing?” Leader 129 
replied, “We aren’t really sure. We are just learning.”30 This seemed to indicate a 
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willingness to not only experiment but also to learn from the actions taken. As the 
conversation and reflection continued, Leader 2 remarked on Jeremiah 29, stating that 
there was a fine line between mixing with others and betraying or forsaking God.31 This 
response indicated that there was anxiety and perhaps even fear in leaders regarding this 
experiment.  
 Towards the end of the discussion, as the leaders were wrestling with how to 
engage their neighbors in deeper ways of friendship, multiple ideas were suggested. 
Leader 5 thought we could try doing dinner and a movie at a theater, while Leader 4 
suggested hosting the event elsewhere. These suggestions to try new ways of acting based 
on previous action and reflection did suggest some growth in confidence in 
experimentation. It also potentially suggested a commitment to their neighborhood, a 
willingness to continue to try to hear the Spirit, and a belief that Jesus was out in front of 
them in the neighborhood.32 
 At this stage it seemed that there was some confidence in some leaders as well as 
some fear and anxiety. This would be the baseline moving forward as the project re-
formed and included further dwelling in the Word, reflection, and shared hospitality. I 
would measure responses for a greater degree of confidence, paying special attention to 
whether the leaders exhibited a greater degree of peace and rest. I would also take note of 
whether fear and anxiety lessened as the leaders engaged in missional practice. 
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Missional Culture Embedded 
 Reflecting on Jeremiah 29 and Luke 10, I asked the leaders, What is God saying? 
My goal was to evaluate how the actions taken were shaping how each person understood 
Scripture and God. First, it was noteworthy that the participants were clear that Jeremiah 
29 was “our philosophy of how we engage.”33 Leader 5 responded in this time by 
connecting the text to prayer, suggesting that the team of leaders could pray for “the 
people we are meeting.”34 It was at this point I noted that the leaders referred to their 
neighbors as “people,” “participants,” and “those people.” The only time friendship was 
mentioned was in an objectifying matter. Leader 5 who had mentioned prayer understood 
Jeremiah 29 to mean that the Cinema Café team ought to help “them” (their neighbors) 
build friendships. She remarked that we should “help them build up friendships, and get 
to know each other.”35 Absent from this reflection was the leader’s own participation and 
friendship with her neighbors.  
 Action and primarily new action taken was to be a large part of evaluating 
missional culture, so considering what engagement was now taking place was significant 
as a baseline. After five months of hosting the café, none of the five leaders had a story to 
share about engaging their neighbors outside of the café. Leaders 2 and 4 said they did 
see a few people out and about in their neighborhood but they “don’t talk.”36 This was an 
important baseline because if any outside connection took place from this point forward 
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in the experiment, it would be safe to say that the three practices were indeed shaping the 
leaders to act in some new ways with their neighbors. 
 
Missional Frameworks Internalized 
The final baseline laid out was in the area of frameworks. Some important actions 
and shifting ideologies took place at this point. Perhaps the most significant was Leader 
3’s desire to put up a sign at the event that named the church, Coast, as the organizer of 
the café. He said,  
I wonder . . . what if we did have a little sign by the snacks . . . what if we had a 
sign that said . . . “Brought to you by Coast Vineyard,” just to, like, I don’t know, 
facilitate a conversation just for people who want to ask more about church or 
God or Christianity. . . . I just feel like maybe there are people like that there but 
they don’t know we are Christians. Like a bigger step. So, they would ask, “What 
is Coast Vineyard?”37  
 
This brought about much debate and discussion. At one point Leader 3 insisted that this is 
what he wanted in order to talk to neighbors about God. This appeared to be a deeply 
entrenched ecclesiocentric framework. What mattered to Leader 3 was that the church 
was heard first, that the leaders’ Christianity be made known, and that it did not require 
friendship or journeying together, which might allow for sharing in a more natural or 
organic manner. Instead, there seemed to be a frustrated sense with the time it took to 
journey and a clear desire to truncate that process by pointing his neighbors to the church. 
In other words, in his mind, the church was central to this experiment. 
 Other leaders responded that they did not want to put up a sign. They desired 
friendship with the people attending the event and felt that the library was, in fact, the one 
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hosting the event and we were merely the “hosted-hosters.” Leader 5 suggested, “Maybe 
we can pray for ways for it to be more organic.”38 Leader 4 reflected that while church 
was important, we were seeking engagement outside of that. She said, “I think in that 
regard [having others involved] asking someone else to host it in their home is a huge 
step because it has us going into their secure space, instead of us inviting them.”39 
It seemed clear that there were varying degrees of missional frameworks being 
internalized among the team of leaders. Leader 3 exhibited a basic sense of urgency, even 
anxiety, about the church being center stage in this missional experiment. This revealed 
an ecclesiocentric framework. Other leaders exhibited fear and anxiety more than others. 
This resulted in reflection and discernment that was rushed and a sense of seizing the 
moment—in this case posting signs to announce Jesus. However, others did not want to 
participate in this and discerned the need for the team to pray. These leaders also 
expressed a desire to be shaped by Scripture, namely Luke 10, and seek to be people who 
are invited in to our neighbors’ homes. This action was markedly different because 
inherent in this discernment was the sense that this project would take time and that there 
was no single technical answer but a requirement to stick it out and do the hard work of 
discernment. First, it would take time to do the praying and listening, and second, it 
would take time to be the kind of people who would be invited in and to make the space 
for that invitation to occur.  
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This second group of people shaped the next phase of the experiment, which 
sought to engage in reciprocal hospitality in order to join in with what Christ was doing 
in the neighborhood. Leader 1 responded in this discussion by noting how the key to this 
for her was being planted amongst the people of the neighborhood—in the library and in 
the people’s lives who were participating in the café. The baseline for measurement then 
developed at this point was a varied level of internalization of frameworks with some 
exhibiting skepticism, anxiety, and a rushed sense of time, while others were open to the 
longer time it would take to pray, discern, and develop friendship with their neighbors. 
The continuation of the project would note whether levels of anxiety and a rushed sense 
of time would lessen and whether the prayer and reflection would result in a growing 
development of discernment amongst the team of leaders.  
 
Reflection #1: March 2014 
After ten months of engagement with new action, dwelling in the Word, 
reflection, and reciprocal hospitality, a reassessment was taken. The five leaders attended 
a gathering that was organized with the same rubric as the first. The conversation and 
reflection was then evaluated for change and growth accordingly. Again, I gathered data 
by writing a synopsis as the team conversed and electronically recording and transcribing 
the conversation afterwards.  
 
Confidence 
 Reflection began again after dwelling in Scripture with defining what we were 
doing to gauge how the leaders had developed since the last set of data was taken. Leader 
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5 stated, “We are joining [God] in the midst of the library, working with him.”40 Leader 4 
noted that she was engaging people outside of the event, hoping to see what God might 
do.41 Overall the discussion was marked by what God was doing. There was no mention 
of fear or anxiety. Furthermore, a desire for speedily making the church known was no 
longer a point of discussion.  
 This seemed to suggest that the three practices engaged in over the last ten months 
had indeed made some changes in the leaders’ confidence. Peace and rest were markedly 
present as God’s leading the way was mentioned ten times in this time of reflection. In 
addition to this, five of the leaders noted that they were either engaging or trying to 
engage others outside of the event, which suggested that they were willing to risk, not 
only by participating in the experiment, but in committing to meeting people on their own 
time.  
 
Missional Culture Embedded 
 At this point in the experiment, in addition to Jeremiah 29 and Luke 10, Psalm 74 
began to be a powerful text for shaping the leaders. I will write more about this in Section 
Three. The language of God working salvation began to shape how the leaders 
understood the project. Leader 3 stated, “We simply live alongside those we are among, 
doing regular things.”42 Two words were of note here: “simply” and “regular.” At this 
point there did seem to be some shifting in the predominant imaginary and adaptive 
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challenge of eventism that presented a challenge to missional commitment. Many of the 
leaders noted the same essential element—the mundane—as necessary for missional 
practice. This seemed to indicate a shift for those who initially wanted to identify the 
church; this shift was towards an awareness and even trust that God was working 
“redemption in the everyday.”43 
 It remained to be seen, though, whether action was being formed as a result of the 
three practices. First, the fact that the leaders had remained engaged for ten months in the 
café already suggested commitment and action. But each of the participants now had 
taken action individually. Leader 5 made a habit of visiting the library weekly. Leaders 2 
and 4 noted that now they wave and say hello to neighbors. Leader 3 noted that one of the 
neighbors came into his workplace and they were having conversations about religion. 
Still another, Leader 1, mentioned that she was going to begin walking weekly with a 
neighbor from the café.  
 At this point in the assessment of data, I noted that the people attending the café 
were no longer “participants” and that the leaders now called the people they met at the 
café “neighbors.” The predominant language used by the leaders was now “community” 
(three times), “building friendships” (two times), and “relationships” (three times). This 
change in language suggested that the three practices were stimulating some change in 
imaginary and language. There remained a sense that the leaders were there to show 
God’s love or that the leaders were blessing people. This could be understood as a part of 
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the leaders’ objectification of their neighbors. All of this revealed that some change had 
happened, and perhaps as the experiment continued, there would be further development.  
 
Missional Frameworks Internalized 
 The stories that the five leaders were able to share at this stage were many. After 
ten months each had some point of connection or interaction with a neighbor, and each 
discerned that God was up to something in those interactions. One of the most generative 
stories was from Leader 5 who had run into a neighbor at the library. This woman, Diana, 
was part of the Friends of the Library, an organization that sought to enhance the library. 
She told this leader, “Of all the groups that meet at the library, your group is by far the 
most generous.”44 This brought about encouragement and much discussion.  
 In response, the leaders noted that they did not feel particularly generous. The 
team showed movies you could rent for a dollar and served popcorn and coffee, which 
were two of the cheapest food items available. They reflected and sought to discern what 
this comment could mean. Ultimately, it was noted that what the leaders had been 
generous with was themselves. Leader 3 said, “We have become part of their lives.”45 
This was noteworthy because the subject had changed. No longer was church the central 
character, or even the leader. The central character was the neighbor. Leader 3 added that 
this involvement “includes Jesus,”46 which could indicate that he was still working 
through the pieces of church, gospel, and culture in order to discern what God was up to.  
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 From each leader, there seemed to be an acknowledgement and acceptance that 
this kind of missional practice takes time, and each seemed to want to continue. Leader 4 
noted, “[God] is working in them, meaning that it can take awhile.”47 Another, Leader 1, 
said that she would start walking with her neighbor from Cinema Café because this 
person seemed to be a person of peace.48 In both of these responses, an awareness of 
God’s work taking time and of his work also taking place in the neighborhood, outside of 
the church building, seemed to indicate some development in discernment and therefore 
the internalization of missional frameworks.  
 
Reflection #2: April 2014 
At this point we reflected upon the new work and the new stories being generated. 
The model for this and the following gathering would remain the same. The group would 
discuss the same three questions, allowing ample time for conversation and reflection 
upon action taken, and new action taken based upon reflection. Again, I gathered data by 
writing a synopsis as the team conversed and electronically recording and transcribing the 
conversation afterwards. 
 
Confidence 
 As the project continued, it appeared that confidence in terms of peace, rest, and 
willingness to risk was growing. Perhaps the biggest turn of events came as Leader 3, the 
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one who formerly wanted to place a sign up, now stated that the project was affecting 
him in a unique new way. He said,  
I hear God saying love your neighbor, be yourself around them, and see what I do. 
This is so easy…because when I conceive of outreach or relating to non-Christian 
friends or people in this world a lot of times I immediately go to ministry mode: I 
must be exemplifying Christ and witnessing to them directly. But this idea of 
being yourself around them, like the verse says—there are a few good points. For 
one it makes us vulnerable because we are just being ourselves around them. We 
aren’t being this holier than thou, like if you reject me it’s no big deal cause you 
are a sinner. . . . One of our goals is that people might come to know Jesus more. I 
think that this method of doing this puts us in a more vulnerable side of things; we 
have basically made ourselves equals with them, by just being ourselves, by not 
talking about Christ explicitly, by just being ourselves and serving them. Just have 
a good time with them.49  
 
What Leader 3 shared was a markedly different posture than previously recorded. 
Initially he was anxious and insistent that we post a sign declaring that the work done was 
from a church so that people would ask the right questions. There appeared to be an 
anxious need to act in order to direct people towards Coast quickly.  
 What was now occurring seemed to be a peace that God was at work in his 
neighbors’ lives and that the role that he played was rest in being himself as he journeyed 
with his neighbor in friendship. Furthermore, he exhibited a willingness to risk being 
himself in a move that he acknowledged made him feel vulnerable. These three indicators 
of growth in confidence were all present in this leader as well as the other leaders, who 
noted that they were not sitting back from their neighbors but that they were engaging 
them in conversations. From this time of reflection, it seemed apparent that growth was 
being made in confidence.   
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Missional Culture Embedded 
 There appeared to be a general sense of excitement about the actions taken and 
the results. Because of a growing confidence, the leaders were taking more and more 
action of their own outside of the café. Leader 4 remarked how when the leaders see 
people in the neighborhood now, the neighbors “won’t stop talking to us. We see people 
at the park and they are excited and there is continued engagement!”50 This same leader 
noted that the neighbors were asking what they could do for Cinema Café, whether it was 
suggesting a movie, bringing snacks, or helping clean up. She noted that this desire to 
take ownership no longer made the event “ours,” but that it had become something the 
community owned. 
 The language again revealed some change in culture. “Community” was used six 
times by various leaders to describe the experiment, “friend” was used six times, and 
“neighbor” was used three times to define the people who came to the event. Leader 3’s 
response that he felt “vulnerable” was also a new word for the team. This language, 
which he connected to Luke 10:3, “Go! I am sending you out like lambs among 
wolves,”51 seemed to confirm that the text and missional culture was being embedded in 
the leaders in ways that were acting out in front of them in their neighborhood and not 
relegated to church space.     
 
 
 
 
                                                     
50 Ibid. 
 
51 All biblical references will be taken from the New International Version, unless otherwise 
noted. 
64 
Missional Frameworks Internalized 
 One remarkable reflection in this time was Leader 2’s thought that the café was 
for the benefit of himself and the other members of the team. He stated, “I feel like it is 
for our benefit that we have been placed here. To ground us and we are doing pretty 
good. It is not egalitarian or just, oh, for the good of everyone; it is good for us.”52 Leader 
1 replied to this reflection, “It is good for us and for the community because I am really 
getting to know people I would never have gotten to know.”53 This was a shift in the 
discussion and discernment up to this point. While leaders had been growing in their 
confidence, and while missional culture was being embedded as they began to refer to the 
cafe participants as neighbors and even friends, they had not yet expressed experiencing 
reciprocity. For the first time since the project had started, the leaders were seeing that 
the experiment was affecting them and benefiting them.  
 This theme was highlighted again when the leaders seemed excited to share 
stories about their growing relationships with neighbors. Leader 1 had been walking 
twice a week with her neighbor from the café. The neighbor had complained about pain 
in her arm and the leader felt like she should pray. She said she asked God to help her 
discern as they walked and recalled that Luke 10 said to pray for healing, so she offered 
to pray for her neighbor’s arm. She did, and later that day got a text from her neighbor 
stating that her arm felt better. In addition to this, the same leader had joined a group that 
did a produce exchange and had made twelve more friends in her neighborhood.  
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 At this point it seemed apparent that language, stories, and time tables were all 
being formed by the three practices of dwelling in the Word, reflection, and shared 
hospitality. The leaders were growing in confidence and did not need a leader to follow, 
but were more and more seeing their role in Jesus’ work in the neighborhood and acting 
on it. Missional culture was being embedded as the daily and neighborly events began to 
open up opportunities to simply be themselves in a sacramental way, in which God’s 
grace was being experienced by leaders and neighbors alike. Leader 3 discerned the 
paradoxical nature of this practice, stating that it was “the easiest and hardest thing I have 
ever done.”54 
 
Reflection #3: May 2014 
This gathering was also structured around the three questions, but it was a bit 
different as the team was compiling their reflections into a report for the pastors of Coast. 
While the three questions guided the conversation and the report, there were also many 
stories shared. Again, I gathered data by writing a synopsis as the team conversed and 
electronically recording and transcribing the conversation afterwards. 
 
Confidence 
 One of the most noteworthy things about this reflection seemed to be an energy 
and excitement on the part of the leaders. One purpose of this gathering of leaders was to 
prepare the report for the pastors of Coast. There seemed to be enthusiasm among the 
leaders to share what had taken place during the experiment. I noted that this 
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talkativeness and multitude of stories to share as well as laughter and delight seemed to 
indicate a confidence that the risks taken had indeed paid off, and that brought about a 
reassurance and peace in this mode of operation.  
 Leader 5 noted, “Personally, when I think of evangelism I think it is really hard 
and I am not good at it. But when I think about talking to people at the library, and when 
they ask how we know each other, and we say we all go to church and we all love the 
library and love the community, it isn’t hard . . . it isn’t scary.”55 This statement was 
important for two reasons. First, there was a mention of fear or anxiety about evangelism, 
and this was compared to the current experiment, which the leader confessed did not have 
those elements. In contrast, she said that this experiment did not feel hard, nor did it 
result in making her feel incapable. Second, the acknowledgement from the leader of the 
time it takes to be asked questions by neighbors—it was not the posture of rushed, 
anxious time tables—but a missional posture of patience and peace, that the friendships 
established would result in space to share her story.  
 Leader 3, the one who at first wanted to post a sign, reflected, “I wonder if our 
friendships are because we made a commitment to not preach at people . . . that was new 
and different for me.”56 This appeared to be further growth in confidence: first, in the fact 
that he noted that the goal for this project was friendship, not preaching or church 
attendance; and second, in the language he used of preaching “at” people, which pointed 
out an objectifying, even abrasive, approach, versus what he was acknowledging as a 
                                                     
55 Team of leaders, interview by author in Reflection #3, San Diego, CA, May 2014. 
 
56 Ibid. 
67 
different way rooted in friendship. It was important that he recognized what made this 
project different, but also that it seemed he was convinced that this approach worked and 
that its result was friendship.  
 
Missional Culture Embedded 
 There continued to be more action taken by each leader in engaging their 
neighbors. In fact, there were so many stories that time had to be cut short in order to 
finish all the work at hand. One particular story that was significant for culture being 
embedded was from Leader 1 who now walked twice a week with a neighbor from 
Cinema Café. She noted, “You know, I have done so many walks where I barely talk—
she does most of the talking . . . this time I got to talk and pray.”57 There were a few 
important elements here. First, she recognized that missional practice requires listening. 
Second, she had acted on that knowledge and engaged in the mundane action of walking 
twice a week with this neighbor. Third, she discovered that listening and mundane action 
resulted in a chance to pray for healing, as the text in Luke 10 had instructed, which she 
had been meditating on and reflecting on for over a year.  
 There were still mention of the “people” who attended the café, but the 
description of the café participants as “friends” was now the most commonly utilized 
descriptor (fifteen times). “Relationship” was used five times, “neighbor” four times, and 
“community” nine times.  A new development in the language utilized during this 
reflection was the word “partner” or “partnership.” The leaders were not only identifying 
this experiment as a partnership with Christ, but also as a partnership with friends and 
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neighbors. Leader 3 remarked, “We are coming alongside people. We are partnering and 
[they] are becoming a part of our lives. We are there. Like if they had a major crisis they 
would rely on us”58 To this comment, Leader 1 added, “We are partners in life!”59  
 This shift in language seemed to indicate that the action of neighboring had 
shaped these leaders from viewing the participants as people who needed their help, as 
they did in the baseline study, to friends who they enjoyed engaging in life with. There 
also appeared a growth from the baseline, where no stories were told because action 
outside of the event was not being taken. At this point in the project, it was noted again 
that even if the café ended, friendships with neighbors would remain, and that was the 
most important aspect of the project—friendship.  
 
Missional Frameworks Internalized 
 One new turn I observed at this stage was an interest and eagerness to share what 
the group had learned during the project. Leader 3 remarked, “[Being ourselves] is 
something to pass onto the congregation; it is not about preaching at people: Jesus Christ. 
It is about being it.”60 This communicated a knowledge and awareness of the time it took 
to engage in this type of missional practice. Being inherently meant much more than 
preaching at people. It required time, ease, and friendship. This was evident by the stories 
coming about each time we met.  
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Building on this, Leader 1 noted, “It is encouraging to share stories and pat each 
other on the back! I think it helps us to point out what went well . . . and just connecting 
our stories.”61 This seemed to indicate that discernment was growing as the process of 
connecting stories was bringing action and reflection together, and each leader was 
growing in his or her ability to make those connections and to step out in new or 
sustained action. It was significant that this process seemed to be generating such 
excitement in the group that they were eager to share this new growth with the 
congregation at Coast.  
 
Report: June 2014 
During the June gathering, one year after the team had developed and 
implemented new action, the leaders reviewed and reflected upon the report that was 
written and completed. At this point the team was preparing to present their findings to 
the pastors. Each question and reflection was evaluated and elaborated upon in this time 
of preparation. Again, I gathered data by writing a synopsis as the team conversed and 
electronically recording and transcribing the conversation afterwards. In addition to this 
information, this section presents the report prepared by the team.62 
 
Confidence 
 The process of developing the report seemed to be a confidence builder in and of 
itself. The leaders grew excited as they saw that they had valuable stories to share, not 
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only with one another but with the pastors and hopefully the community of faith. Some of 
the points the leaders made in regards to the evangelism process being hard or scary, as 
previously noted, revealed a shift as they concluded, “We found a neutral subject we love 
(film). We [met] on common ground and found that God is in the community, we just get 
to join in.”63 This marked a peace and strong belief that God was ahead of the leaders and 
that they now not only believed this but had experienced it.  
 In regards to anxiety it was noted, “We thought it would be about evangelizing 
them.”64 But instead it was the most vulnerable and real the leaders have ever been; the 
leaders were able to enter the conversation, have friendships, and spend time with their 
neighbors. This seemed to be clear evidence that anxiety was replaced with faith in their 
neighbors as they were vulnerable and developed friendships of mutuality and trust. It 
was also noted that this action took time. Time was one of the baseline measurements laid 
out as it an essential element of confidence—the leaders noted and agreed that missional 
practice takes time and that they had grown in their ability and willingness to establish 
relationships and reciprocity. 
 
Missional Culture Embedded 
 Perhaps one of the most significant markers of missional culture being embedded 
in the leaders was this statement they developed for the report: “We thought it would be 
about an event; instead it was about friendship, creating a culture of respect, 
conversations, sharing stories, blessing the city, praying, being aware, explicit 
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commitment to not preach the gospel so we could try to live it.”65 This statement that the 
leaders worked on together revealed some important areas of growth from the baseline 
data. The two areas of growth I will evaluate in this statement are sharing stories and 
living out the gospel.  
 First, when the baseline set of data was established, out of the five leaders there 
were no stories to share. When the question was posed, I noted some awkward chuckles 
and many who looked down at the table almost in embarrassment. At the time of writing 
the report, there were more stories than time to share. This already seemed like a clear 
indicator that dwelling in Scripture, reflection, and shared hospitality had indeed altered 
the leaders and stimulated missional commitment. By the leaders’ own definitions, stories 
and the mundane (friendship) became the central elements of this project.  
 Second, living out the gospel was how the leaders described missional practice for 
the report. This was rooted in language of friendship, respect, conversations, blessings, 
prayer, and being aware, as well as, perhaps most importantly, a commitment not to 
preach at people. During the early stages of the experiment, one leader wanted to post a 
sign declaring the church the leaders were from in order to be heard. After a year, this 
same leader was defining missional practice and excitedly telling others the benefits of 
not objectifying others or trying to talk first and loudest. This seemed to be a direct 
indicator that ecclesiocentric imaginaries were being challenged and missional 
commitment was being stimulated in the leaders.  
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Missional Frameworks Internalized 
 What was particularly interesting at this point was what the team of leaders 
discerned as next steps for the church. They had some suggestions for how Coast might 
be able to learn from this project. It was apparent from these suggestions that some 
growth in discernment had been reached. The leaders suggested that Coast ought to 
engage neighbors in order to generate stories. The goal of missional practice then was not 
attendance at church but stories of companionship. Another suggestion was that members 
of Coast would dispel the awkward evangelism they had known in favor of the mundane 
and regular.  
One of the questions I had been evaluating the data for throughout this project 
was whether eventism was winning out. In the leaders’ report, the insistence that this 
project was about friendship and not an event seemed to indicate some growth and 
movement towards missional commitment. The leaders, at this point, defined the hoped 
for outcome of the experiment as: committed companionship versus early hopes of 
church acknowledgement and proper questions. The participants of the café were not 
simply “people,” but “friends” and “neighbors” to whom the leaders gave and from 
whom they received mercy and grace.66 Again, this was a marked difference from the 
leader who sought to post a sign in order to engage this community.  
The second important factor was the ease with which the leaders spoke of the 
regular and mundane of this work, versus the anxiety and rushed sense of time that had 
first marked the reflections during the baseline reflection one year prior. Now, the 
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suggestions for Coast were about friendship, companionship, the dropping of agendas, 
and the freedom to be oneself. Finally, the leaders wrote into the report this important 
note: “Commitment—it just takes time.”67 This was an important indicator of change as 
leaders saw themselves, as well as their friends and neighbors, being shaped in this time. 
Companionship was not only an ideal but was happily being practiced, and it was the 
supreme hope this team of leaders had for members of Coast to engage in as they moved 
towards missional commitment.  
 
After Being Hosted: July 2014 
The information gathered for this portion is unique in that each team member 
gave a written reflection of his or her time being hosted by a couple the team had 
befriended at the café. The reflections were once again shaped around the three questions, 
but the responses were written out as a supplement to the report. The process of writing 
out their reflections proved insightful as it provided a space for the team to write about 
their lived out practice in engaging in this missional experiment. Furthermore, it became 
the foundation for the practical theology developed in light of their experience.68  
 
Confidence 
 The first note here was that the team of leaders accepted the invitation to attend a 
movie night at a neighbor’s house. All five of the leaders showed up and enjoyed an 
evening with their friends from the café as well as this couple’s circle of friends from a 
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74 
local secular humanist group. This was a risky step. A few of the leaders noted typical 
apprehension and even fear of going into another’s space, but each also noted how they 
felt excited and honored to be invited in.  
 Leader 3 noted, “It definitely feels like God is in control of what we’re doing at 
the café.”69 This seemed to indicate that the leader was in fact at peace with God being 
ahead of the team of leaders in the neighborhood and anticipated meeting him and 
working with him in the interactions at the café and beyond. For this reason it appears 
that this leader has been shaped by dwelling in the Word, reflection, and shared 
hospitality. Certainly being hosted had the greatest effect on the leaders. Many used the 
word “fruit” to describe this invitation. They viewed the slow and mundane work over 
eighteen months—seventeen Cinema Café gatherings and twelve times of dwelling in the 
Word, reflection and shared hospitality—as the groundwork for such an invitation.  
 Leader 2 noted his fear of going into the neighbors’ home. I thought this may 
indicate that there was still a lack of confidence in terms of missional practice, but it 
became clear that this fear was related to being introverted and having to meet new 
people and socialize all night. As it turned out, the social time was a highlight for him. He 
noted that the end of the night conversations “felt the most valuable”70 to him and that it 
was even bonding.  
 Of particular interest was how Leader 4 articulated the characteristic that enabled 
this invitation. She did not understand it as confidence but humility. She said, “Ministry 
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through being hosted requires humility—letting someone else call the shots, waiting for 
an invitation, eating what is offered to us (as modeled in the gospel accounts), etc. The 
fruit of this humility is stronger, more authentic relationships . . . practicing this type of 
humility leads to greater trust and richer connections.”71 There were a few noteworthy 
points in her understanding. First, she noted how vital trust is in this process. This was 
indeed one of the indicators of confidence laid out in the baseline assessment for 
missional commitment. Second, she noted the time it took to wait for an invitation. This 
was another element of the baseline, a peace and rest in the act of waiting to be invited 
instead of forcing a conversation or inviting others in. Third, inherent in that waiting is 
the risk the team took that they may not get invited in. I believe this was where the 
excitement the team felt at this invitation was founded. The risk seemed to pay off in 
their perceptions of this missional experiment, which resulted in some confidence and 
commitment to the project.  
 
Missional Culture Embedded 
 The baseline here was whether or not action was being taken that formed the 
leaders. At the first reflection there had been no action taken. Since then there were new 
stories each time the team of leaders met to reflect on the engagement and action they had 
taken that month. This invitation in was the first group action taken, but it seemed to be a 
significant marker that missional commitment was stimulated. This was not merely 
because of the invitation, but I noticed that in most of the leaders’ reflections they 
referenced invitations into their neighbors’ homes in their hopes for the future. Leader 2 
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said, “I am looking forward to spending time with both of them,”72 and another, Leader 5, 
remarked, “I’m looking forward to seeing even more fruit with our other friends from the 
library.”73  
 Another measurement for growth in missional commitment was the language that 
the leaders used. Again, some references were made to the “people” from Cinema Café, 
but the most prominent word used was simply “friends” (used twenty-six times). The 
language utilized by the leaders was a powerful indicator that they had begun to no 
longer view participants as people or others, but as companions and friends.  
 Lastly, the perception of the leaders and reflection on this action of being invited 
in was understood in terms of Jeremiah 29 and Luke 10. The action taken brought new 
understanding of the gospel, as Leader 2 noted, “Jeremiah 29 . . . tells us to mingle and 
join in with established communities.”74 Another, Leader 2, remarked, “[In] Jeremiah 29 . 
. . we are called to not imply seek [peace for] our own . . . but to extend ourselves into the 
community, not in short terms but for the long run. The Israelites are called to this for 
seventy years, a lifetime in which change and integration slowly progress rather than 
immediate acceptance.”75 Not only did this reflection seem to indicate this leader’s 
understanding of the text shaped by the action, but it was also an acknowledgement of the 
time and the type of mundane work that transpires over years and indeed a lifetime. 
These two indicators, text shaped by action and recognition of the importance of the 
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mundane, seemed to demonstrate a growth in missional commitment in terms of 
missional culture being embedded.   
 
Missional Frameworks Internalized 
 At the end of this time of measurement, perhaps one of the most integral elements 
for this endeavor was whether or not missional frameworks were being internalized. I 
asked the following questions: Were the leaders able to see themselves as part of this 
story? Were they able to discern? Were they able to see Christ in the other? Had the 
experience of being hosted formed the leaders? These essential questions asked one year 
prior had resulted in a mixed bag of questions, anxiety, and suggestions for signage. Now 
thirteen months after dwelling in Scripture, reflecting, and in particular experiencing 
shared hospitality, had the leaders been formed by this action?  
 First, I considered whether the shared hospitality had formed the leaders and 
challenged their previous frameworks of evangelism rooted in objectification. Three of 
the five leaders made outright references to these old frameworks not working and being 
challenged by this project, especially this experience of being hosted. Leader 3 remarked, 
“It seems as if we’ve done outreach in the reverse order of [how] it’s typically done. 
Rather than broadcasting our faith . . . our faith speaks for itself. We don’t have to 
convince anyone.”76 Another, Leader 4, poignantly shared not only her frustration with 
evangelical models but her wider assessment of the ecclesiocentric model. She stated,  
As a young adult, I felt disillusioned with the church because I see the majority of 
churches as insulated and, to put it bluntly, uninterested or even hostile to the non-
Christian community. . . . I would say that the American Church is very 
antagonistic to everyone outside of it and this culture has created a hostile 
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atmosphere around conversations about Christ. I would go so far as to say that the 
American church has made talking to people about the love of Christ an uphill 
battle: because you have to overcome the Christian stereotypes and the 
expectation that there is always a selfish agenda (saving a person = points in 
Heaven) and that you are uninterested in a person outside of this agenda.77  
 
This first statement clearly indicates that this leader has been able to discern a 
framework for doing church and mission, but is also able to see that this model of 
operating is not working and not Christlike. She then compares that model of ministry to 
the experiment done at the library and sees that it is rather unique and different from the 
former. She said,  
This ministry [Cinema Café] seeks to reverse this stereotyped Christian tactic. I 
think people still don’t get it. Why don’t we have deep conversations all the time? 
Why don’t we have people coming to faith yet? What about the numbers and the 
stock, I mean, the souls? Well, to those people I say: we were invited into the 
home of two people who were half-way out the door when they found out that we 
are Christians. We were invited to be friends with people unlike us, because we 
are actually interested in them as individuals.  
 
Here she notes that the goal of this project was never numbers but friendship. The hope 
and risk taken was that we would be invited into the stranger’s home. This was a risk. 
And this was not something that was being experienced by many at Coast or in other 
churches. She notes the questions from other Christians about souls/stock and notes her 
differing perspective; she does not value people in terms of stock but in terms of 
friendship.  
She continues telling how she now understands these former strangers who are 
now friends:  
I see them as two individuals, whom God loves, not as two people who have to be 
introduced to God. I appreciate that God has given us (Coast volunteers and non-
Christian community members) similar interests such as gardening and movies, 
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and I think that that’s something that God loves: to see his children enjoying his 
creation together and to see his Christian children loving their neighbor 
unconditionally and serving unconditionally. I will spend time out of the church 
building because the church is with these people too, because God is there too.78 
 
Her declaration at the end seems to be a clear indication that this experience had shaped 
her framework for mission, church, and God. She was discerning what the gospel, 
culture, and church had to say to one another because of her experience of being hosted, 
and this interaction was informing her approach to the future. She would continue to 
engage her neighbors because God was there. These reflections seemed to confirm that 
missional frameworks were internalized in the leaders as they grew in discernment.  
 
Conclusion 
 At the start of this project, it was theorized that the practice of dwelling in the 
Scripture, reflection on action taken, and shared hospitality would stimulate missional 
commitment in a group of leaders at Coast in the context of their local library. Utilizing 
the rubric of confidence, missional culture being embedded, and missional frameworks 
internalized to define missional commitment, after eighteen months of participating in the 
café and thirteen months of practicing these three habits, I felt confident that missional 
commitment was stimulated. Confidence in God and rest and peace were exhibited in the 
leaders. Missional culture was embedded in practice, language, and an embracing of the 
mundane. And each leader’s understanding of the gospel, church, and culture had grown 
as they developed in their ability to discern. For these reasons it seems apparent that 
missional commitment had been stimulated.  
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CHAPTER 5 
TRILOGUE: CHURCH, THEOLOGY, AND CULTURE 
 
 
Reflections for each major system of thinking are in order as the data developed 
and then assessed support that the theory for this project—that dwelling in the Word, 
reflection, and reciprocal hospitality might shape the leaders and stimulate missional 
commitment—had proven effective. From the reflections and the research, a particular 
perspective is now laid out. Schreiter’s work certainly supports this chapter’s approach 
and structure. He states,  
The gospel without church does not come to its full realization; the church 
without gospel is a dead letter. Without church there is no integral incarnation of 
the gospel. Culture is the concrete context in which this happens. It represents a 
way of life for a given time and place, replete with values, symbols and meanings, 
reaching out with hopes and dreams, often struggling for a better world.1   
 
What follows is an attempt to do just that. This chapter allows the project findings and 
reflections to interact—not flat sided or one note oriented, rather allowing culture to 
engage gospel, gospel to engage church, and church to engage culture. This tri-logue is 
critical for doing local theology and missional theology, as this chapter demonstrates.  
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Church: The Church without the Gospel Is a Dead Letter 
Perhaps the most difficult piece of this project and missional leadership is 
contending with ecclesiocentric frameworks. As noted, ecclesiocentric is understood as 
an imaginary that is preoccupied and operating with the church as the central figure and 
of primary importance, while all other factors are secondary in consideration and value. 
Lesslie Newbigin outlines part of the problem with this kind of current church-centric 
imaginary: “[For] the vast majority of Christians, the words “Church” and “Missions” 
connote two different kinds of society.”2 However the foundation of missional thought 
contends with such understandings. God is to be understood as the missio Dei, the God 
who is on mission, and in his Church this same compulsion ought to be expressed and 
embodied. 
The stated goal of this project was to address the adaptive challenge of Coast’s 
ecclesiocentric imaginary through missional experimentation with the hopes of missional 
commitment. The leadership and small teams in the community had studied the Missional 
Change Model, and a team of leaders formed with the desire to experiment and possibly 
commit. By dwelling in the Word, reflection, and reciprocal hospitality, the team sought 
to be formed and re-formed over the period of a year. As a result of this process, the team 
members’ imaginaries shifted and their thoughts on church were altered.  
One of the primary motivators that propelled this project and my study of 
missional theology was my own discomfort with the practiced Pentecostal ecclesiology 
that I was familiar with. I sought a Lukan narrative of a Spirit-empowered, Pentecost-
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Kingdom, rather than the often impotent and self-centered experience I had in the 
Pentecostal and Charismatic churches I had been a part of. Certainly part of the 
dimension of this challenge is the fact that “Pentecostals have written surprisingly little 
on ecclesiology,” as Veli-Matti Karkkainen states.3 However, part of the solution was 
paradoxically to be found here. For even though there is little written, and what has been 
written is of an “ad hoc nature which leaves room for improvisation,”4 what ecclesiology 
has been done in Pentecostal and Charismatic churches is more of “lived in” reality, of 
which I had experience and knowledge.  
This assists the project and my reflections upon the project in a few ways. First, as 
Clemens Sedmak asserts, “doing theology is as natural as walking and talking; we all do 
theology, both as individuals and as a community.”5 Indeed, what has been founded in 
Pentecostal ecclesiology was important as it has been understood as something lived out 
in community. Second, there is a natural pairing of mission and church. Frank Macchia 
points out that “Pentecostals tended to highlight a charismatic/missionary ecclesiology.”6 
Both of these—theology in community and a charismatic/missionary ecclesiology—
would be foundational elements for shaping the reflections.  
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4 Ibid. 
 
5 Clemens Sedmak, Doing Local Theology: A Guide for Artisans of a New Humanity (Maryknoll, 
NY: Orbis Books, 2002), 13.  
 
6 Frank Macchia, Baptized in the Spirit (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2006), 208.  
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Church as Community 
The reflections of the leaders are now put explicitly in conversation with classical 
ecclesiology and implicit Pentecostal and Charismatic7 practical theologies. This work 
then is an offering for what gospel, church, and context—in this case, the context of the 
local library—have to say about ecclesiology. Of particular focus is the church as 
community, and the experience of those in this project of listening to God and neighbor 
and how that has shaped understandings of church. Furthermore, this project evaluates 
implications and interactions of this contextual ecclesiological model related to two 
theological concepts: first, eschatology, as it is formative for Pentecostal ecclesiology, 
and second, the Trinity, for church as community rooted in the Trinity not only deepens 
church community but extends missionally unto the world in which God is at work.  
 
Ecclesial Models 
One must start with Avery Dulles, who writes extensively on the frameworks of 
the church in his work, Models of the Church.8 Dulles offers many models, and this 
section evaluates one of these models, which Dulles refers to as “church as mystical 
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differences between Pentecostals and Charismatics, but at this point in the project I am working with both 
frameworks. My own framework and the early portions of the project (Chapter 1 in particular) are 
Pentecostal. Coast’s framework is Charismatic. Therefore, in this section I often refer to “Pentecostal and 
Charismatic” frameworks together with the knowledge that this distinction is neither perfect nor fully 
addressing their differences. However, it is my best effort to represent the dual frameworks at work in the 
project.     
  
8 Avery Dulles, Models of the Church (Garden City, NY: Image Books, Doubleday & Company 
Inc., 1978), Chapter 3.  
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community.” Dulles explains, “The image of the Body of Christ is organic, rather than 
sociological. The Church is seen on the analogy of a human body.”9 Other community 
models he examines are founded in Old Testament imagery that understand church as the 
people of God. Dulles notes the importance of the Holy Spirit for both models as unifier 
(both divine and human), consecrator, and gift-giver. As he understands this model, the 
work of the Spirit in the church as mystical community is largely interior. He writes, 
“The church from this point of view . . . is a communion of men [and women], primarily 
interior but also expressed by external bonds of creed, worship, and ecclesiastical 
fellowship.”10 Therefore, Dulles surmises that one of the weaknesses of this model of 
church is that it “fails to give Christians a very clear sense of their identity or mission.”11 
While Dulles’s synopsis of the models of the church are an important historical 
and theological starting point, mostly for Pentecostals and Charismatics, they are also 
unsatisfactory. Peter Althouse illustrates this problem:  
When turning to broader Christian traditions and the vast array of ecclesiological 
options one barely sees the Pentecostal Church anywhere, except perhaps as a 
‘straw man’. A perusal of Avery Dulles’ Models of the Church, for instance, 
develops a useful taxonomy of Roman Catholic and conciliar Protestantism, but 
one is disappointed in that none of the models fits easily the Pentecostal Church. . 
. . Even an amalgam [of the models] does not really speak to a Pentecostal 
ecclesial context. The question then is, how does one start to develop a 
Pentecostal ecclesiology that incorporates that which Pentecostals hold dear to 
their understanding of the Church without displacing its theological contributions 
in adopting other theologies?12 
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12 Peter Althouse, “Ascension—Pentecost—Eschaton: A Theological Framework for Pentecostal 
Ecclesiology,” in Towards a Pentecostal Ecclesiology, ed. John Christopher Thomas (Cleveland, TN: CPT 
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This doctoral project does not attempt to answer this question in entirety, but it presents 
both a contextual local theology, principally influenced by Schreiter, as well as a 
practical theology,13 addressing this question, analyzing practice in this context, and 
reflecting on Scripture, history, and shared stories. These frameworks are used in order to 
offer and shape new practice and understandings in regards to church as community.14 
This project considers whether the reflections of the team, shaped by the three practices 
in conversation with Pentecostal and Charismatic frameworks and practice, could perhaps 
offer some insights for the understanding of church as community. Furthermore, could it 
offer some insight into the ontological and teleological concerns about Pentecost-
Kingdom and dark apocalyptic frameworks raised in Chapter 1?  
 
Historical Frameworks 
 
 The pouring out of the Spirit was understood by the early Church as “God’s gift 
to the eschatological community,”15 and from the beginning, Pentecostal and Charismatic 
frameworks for church, rooted in this story of Pentecost, start with this notion of 
community. Being of “one accord” (Acts 2:1, KJV) is a powerful story from Acts and a 
powerful memory of the birth of the movement.16 Daniella Augustine notes, “The marks 
                                                     
13 See Branson’s work in the chapter, “The Practical Theology Cycle,” as well as a section titled, 
“The Work of Leaders” in Branson and Martinez, Churches, Cultures, and Leadership. 
 
14 While Dulles makes an argument for the mystical community, this project reflects upon church 
as community, eliminating the word “mystical.” This is not because mystical is not an element here, but 
rather because it was not the word used by the team, nor is the theology developed limited to the mystical.  
 
15 Gerhard Lohfink, Jesus and Community: The Social Dimension of Christian Faith, trans. John 
P. Galvin (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1982), 82.   
 
16 Again, see Branson, Memories, Hopes, and Conversations, especially chapter 2, where Branson 
details the Appreciative Inquiry process. He notes, “Every church has generative stories, we engage our 
commitment to a positive focus by asking questions that surface those generative narratives.” Branson, 
86 
of the Church are visibly outlined in the Pentecost narrative: The disciples are ‘all 
together in one place’ (Acts 2:1) and their unity anticipates the outpouring of the Spirit, 
the promise of the Father (Luke 24:49), that reaffirms their identity in Christ as God’s 
children.”17 The biblical narrative acts as both inspiration and model for the Pentecostal 
and Charismatic Church.18  
Roger Stronstad highlights this in his work, aptly entitled, The Prophethood of All 
Believers; he notes the importance of community in this text: “It [Acts 2:1] introduces 
[Luke’s] readers first to the inner life of the prophetic community. By ‘inner life of the 
community’ I mean the attitudes and practices of the disciples as a community . . . not the 
personal spirituality of individual disciples.”19 For Stronstad, the early Church, as seen in 
the Luke-Acts narrative, and the contemporary Church rely upon this understanding of 
church as community, which translates to the Church’s attitudes as well as practices.20  
                                                     
Memories, Hopes, and Conversations, 28. For Pentecostals, the Acts 1-2 narrative forms both memories 
and hopes.  
 
17 Daniella Augustine, “Empowered Community” in Towards a Pentecostal Ecclesiology, ed. John 
Christopher Thomas, 226-247 (Cleveland, TN: CPT Press, 2010), 158. 
 
18 Indeed, both the Church of God’s resolution statement and Vineyard’s mission statement 
contain the word “community.” The Church of God states, “Whereas God providentially birthed the 
Church of God as a community of believers to assist in fulfilling the Great Commission.” See 
Churchofgod.org, “Beliefs: Church of God as Movement 2010,” http://www.churchofgod.org/resolutions/ 
church-of-god-as-a-movement-2010 (accessed February 1, 2015). The Vineyard’s mission statement is as 
follows: “The mission of Vineyard USA is to join God’s mission in the world by building a community of 
churches that are proclaiming and practicing the full message and reality of the kingdom of God.” See 
Vineyardusa.org, “What We Believe,” http://www.vineyardusa.org/site/about/what-we-believe (accessed 
March 1, 2015).  
 
19 Stronstad, Prophethood, 76.   
 
20 Ibid., 123. “It is an urgent matter of contemporary relevance and reality. The church is to be a 
community of prophets.”   
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This contrasts with Dulles’s critique that the model of church as community lacks 
identity and mission. For Pentecostals, such as Stronstad, it represents both mission and 
identity. Being founded in the Acts narrative (chapters 1-2 in particular), the birth of the 
Church, via the pouring out of the Spirit, was a gift to the people of the Spirit in order 
that they would be “my witnesses” (Acts 1:8, NRSV). This story then holds the key to 
Pentecostal and Charismatic understandings of church as community. They are rooted in 
the Luke-Acts narrative, which provides identity as belonging to Christ (my witnesses), 
and mission (his witnesses in Jerusalem, Judea, Samaria and the ends of the earth). In 
fact, being formed by the Spirit has long defined the Pentecostal Church as being filled 
with the Spirit so that they might have the “power to witness.”21 Therefore, Pentecostals 
and Charismatics offer an ecclesiology of community quite different from Dulles’s model 
that is both corrective and unique, a community that is identifiable and on mission.  
 
Local Context, Coast and the Library 
 
 Overwhelmingly the language used as the project developed was the word 
community. Over the six sets of data, the leaders used the word community to define the 
work twenty-seven times. Indeed, when the librarian, Trevor, gave a holiday card to the 
team, he thanked them for making North University a great library and community 
center. This does not appear to be a coincidence. With strong biblical narratives, church 
mission, and practice forming the identity of the leaders, it appears proper that this 
understanding would develop in the course of the project. A people formed and nurtured 
                                                     
21 See Mark Lee, “An Evangelical Dialogue on Luke, Salvation, and Spirit Baptism,” Pneuma 26, 
no. 1 (September 2004): 81. He mentions “the baptism in the Holy Spirit” and its relationship to spiritual 
empowerment for missions. He explains, “As Pentecostals use the phrase, it refers to a subsequent-to-
conversion reception of the Holy Spirit given to believers to empower them for missions.” 
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in a church tradition that values community is bound to value that which has been 
ontologically intricate to the whole as well as create that which has been modeled. So 
when Leader 5 defined our experiment as “building friendships and developing 
community,” and Leader 1 defined it as “creating community,”22 it reflected both 
historical frameworks of Pentecostal and Charismatic theology as well as current praxis 
of the leadership team in their missional experiment.  
 The historical frameworks and current praxis are also shaped by the importance of 
spirit baptism. For Pentecostals and Charismatics it is uniquely at the forefront of their 
framework of church, not only because of the Luke-Acts narrative, but because of the 
implications of the supernatural outpourings upon the church and the future. James K. A. 
Smith notes that “at the heart of . . . Pentecostal theology is an ontological claim: that the 
same Spirit who animated the apostles at Pentecost continues to be actively, dynamically, 
and miraculously present both in the ecclesial community and in creation.”23 The 
practicing belief of the Spirit creating and actuating the Church has indeed allowed for a 
dynamic framework of church as community in the Pentecostal and Charismatic 
traditions. This dual work of the Spirit proved to be a natural energy for shaping the 
imaginaries of the team of leaders at Coast. As the project continued and the leaders 
moved towards missional commitment, understandings of church as community grew and 
deepened.  
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23 James K. A. Smith, “Thinking in Tongues,” First Things (April 2008): 27. 
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This understanding of the importance of church as community in Pentecostal and 
Charismatic history and current praxis is important for a few reasons. First, in my 
discussions with leaders, their language was a solid indicator that they were moving away 
from an ecclesiocentric model—in which church and community were experienced 
outside of the church building and boundaries were broken. Second, it appeared to be 
important in cultivating hope for mission and for the future. This practicing belief, of 
Spirit as both creator of church as community and present day activator of church as 
community, leads to important theological effects. These effects are seen in the praxis of 
the church as community, as well as in foundational understandings and their practicing 
beliefs about the eschaton and the Trinity.  
 
The Eschaton 
 As previously noted in Chapter One, a discussion of Pentecostal ecclesiology 
must begin with eschatology. The experience of the pouring out of the Spirit, rooted in 
community, indicated to the Pentecostal Church the nearing of the last days, and as such 
it became foundational for all other practice and theologies. Althouse writes on 
ecclesiology being shaped by the transformative hopes of eschatology in his work, 
stating, “The Church is part of God’s plan for the eschatological renewal and 
transformation of creation in which the Church commits itself to the world as part of its 
mission, not that it can accomplish this transformation, but that it is called to participate 
in it.”24 The central figure of this theory is God and his mission for the sake of the world, 
not the Church. The role of the Church is not leader but participant. The saints 
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collectively seek and join God’s transforming work in the world together. This 
understanding is most helpful in correcting confused practices of dark apocalyptic 
understandings (as discussed in Chapter 1) as well as “empire”-minded, colonial 
Evangelical understandings of mission.25 Most importantly for this project, Althouse’s 
understandings of church and eschaton confront an ecclesiocentric imaginary by 
committing the church community not to the church (meeting in a building), but to the 
world which God is renewing and transforming.  
In reflecting on practice, Leader 4 concluded her reflection after being invited in 
by stating that she “will spend time out of the church building because the church is with 
these people too, because God is there too.”26 Here the distinction of church and kingdom 
of God could be helpful, for what she has concluded is true—that God is at work in his 
Kingdom and it is not centered in the church building. Hunsberger takes this a step 
further, noting that the church’s “being, doing, and speaking are signs that his coming is 
‘already’ and ‘not yet.’ He is here already or the signs would not be present. He is 
coming still or the signs would not be muted. Broken though they may be, the signs 
persist in the world by the Spirit’s insistence, and they spell hope for the renewal of the 
human community in the final reconciliation of all things to God through the Lord 
                                                     
25 See Christena Cleveland, “Urban Church P̶l̶a̶n̶t̶i̶n̶g̶ Plantations,” http://www.christenacleveland. 
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26 Team of leaders, interviews by author via questionnaire, July 2014. 
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Christ.”27 What Leader 4 reflected and discerned is powerful—the church is not merely 
within a building but present where she and the other leaders are, extending into 
community and, as Hunsberger points out, into mission, ultimately extending with hope 
for the eschaton.  
 Leader 5 noted, “God is already in the community and you [the church] can meet 
him out there.”28 This kind of implicit theologizing reveals a few things. First, 
Hunsberger again is helpful here stating that “the church represents the divine reign as its 
sign and foretaste.”29 There is this paradoxical nature to the Church that is present in this 
kind of understanding. The Church is not the owner of God’s Kingdom (or “reign” as 
Hunsberger would put it), but rather the Church acts as sign and foretaste. And yet there 
is a dynamic to this understanding of the Church as a sign: “[The Church] points away 
from herself to the Kingdom; she lets herself be used for and through the Kingdom [in the 
whole inhabited earth].”30 Leader 5 demonstrated this kind of understanding of God’s 
Kingdom and activity being larger than the Church, and yet at the same time the local 
church as a community is an instrument able to meet God and participate with him in his 
salvific activity in the world.   
Hunsberger’s perspective then may lend to an understanding of Church as a sign, 
but for Pentecostals and Charismatics, community is where the story starts. Acts 1 and 2 
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29 Hunsberger, Missional Church, 101. 
 
30 J. C. Hoekendijk, as cited in George Hunsberger, “Missional Vocation: Called and Sent to 
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make up the narrative of the Church’s birth and also of the movement’s birth, and this 
origin hinges on community. As already noted by Althouse, an amalgamation of models 
seems to be the best hope for a Pentecostal and Charismatic theology then.31 However, 
for Pentecostals, whose imaginary is so definitively rooted in the eschaton, church as 
community is still the predominant understanding. Land helpfully states, “The 
Pentecostal passion for kingdom of God is formed and expressed in and through a 
Pentecostal community. This community exists in the pronounced eschatological tension 
of the already-not-yet. The strategy of the Holy Spirit in announcing and previewing the 
kingdom is to form and sustain the community of the king.”32 For Pentecostals, then, the 
working of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit in the history of humanity is paramount. 
Furthermore, as a community that believes and values, perhaps more than any other 
tradition, the creating, actuating, and imperative presence of the Spirit, Pentecostals and 
Charismatics offer a lived-in reality of the central and vital paragon of the God-head 
Trinity. 
 
The Trinity: The Ultimate Community 
If sign and foretaste only begin to hint at what the team experienced and reflected 
upon, and furthermore do not reflect the memory and story of the Pentecostal church, 
then we turn to the greatest image of community, the Trinity. Newbigin notes that “the 
relationship of the church with the kingdom is a more complex one and, I am convinced, 
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32 Land, Pentecostal Spirituality, 178.  
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can be truly grasped only by means of the Trinitarian model.”33 Miroslav Volf’s pivotal 
ecclesiastical work, After Our Likeness,34 is substantial here and furthers Newbigin’s 
thoughts. He states, “If Christian initiation is a Trinitarian event, then the church must 
speak of the Trinity as its determining reality. Because churches, in the power of the Holy 
Spirit, already form a communion with the triune God, ecclesial correspondence to the 
Trinity can become an object of hope and thus a task for human beings.”35 The Trinity 
then acts as a figure to be reflected and a relationship to enact for the Church. Contrary to 
Dulles’s critique, the model of church as community, founded in the Godhead, is neither 
interior nor identity lacking, but conversely has extending implications for the life and 
mission of the Church. For, writes J. Ayodeji Adewuya in his commentary on 2 
Corinthians 6, in “continuing relationship with God [there are] profound implications for 
the believers’ relationship both with the members of the believing community as well as 
outsiders.”36  
 Volf carries this idea forward: 
In this mutual giving and receiving, we give to others not only something, but also 
a piece of ourselves, something of that which we have made of ourselves in 
communion with others; and from others we take not only something, but also a 
piece of them. Each person gives of himself or herself to others, and each person 
in a unique way takes up others into himself or herself. This is the process of 
                                                     
33 Lesslie Newbigin, The Open Secret: An Introduction to the Theology of Mission (Grand Rapids, 
MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1995), 140. 
 
34 Miroslav Volf, After Our Likeness: The Church as the Image of the Trinity (Grand Rapids, MI: 
William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1998). Also see Graham Ward, The Politics of Discipleship: 
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35 Ibid., 195.  
 
36 J. Ayodeji Adewuya, Holiness and Community, 2 Corinthians 6:12-7:1, Studies in Biblical 
Literature, Vol. 40 (New York: Peter Lang Publishing, Inc. 2003), 164.   
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mutual internalization of personal characteristics occurring in the church through 
the Holy Spirit indwelling Christians.37  
 
Mutual internalization within the church allows for a sharing that mirrors the divine 
community of the Godhead and points both to creation as well as consummation. If 
“humans are ontologically wired for community,”38 their very creation is found in that 
model, and thus, the implications of the Trinity for praxis are wide. They extend beyond 
personal salvation, beyond the church community, and can begin to shape mission. Volf 
continues this concept of mutual internalization with the church as a community reaching 
beyond itself and into the world, asserting that “internalization [involves] not only that 
person’s Christian siblings and friends, but also the person’s entire ‘environment’—of the 
Creator as well as every creature.”39  
 Indeed, reflecting upon the hospitality received, Leader 4 stated this idea in a 
similar way, remarking, “A door once opened can allow people to cross both ways. We 
have opened this door to create relationships in a community outside of our church, and 
we were invited into a home. Hopefully, one day we can invite them to join us in the 
church community. I think that the openness to prayer is an indication of this 
possibility.”40 Here Leader 4 recognized mutuality, the sacredness of community, and a 
hope for the future (eschaton)—all elements of Volf’s understanding of mutual 
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38 Jon Huckins, Thin Places (Kansas City, MO: The House Studio, 2012), 98. 
 
39 Volf, After Our Likeness, 212.  
 
40 Team of leaders, interviews by author via questionnaire, July 2014. 
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internalization—as well as a Pentecostal and Charismatic ecclesiology rooted in the 
praxis of community.  
 
Conclusion 
 While Pentecostal and Charismatic ecclesiologies may be less developed than 
others, there is a strong argument for church as community, not only from historical 
witness but also from the contextual theology developed by the team of leaders at Coast 
engaging their neighbors at the local library. Furthermore, Althouse, Newbigin, and Volf 
each answer to Dulles’s initial critique and furthermore offer an exciting understanding, 
not only of church, but of a church on mission in community. This concept of church 
reflects a future where mutual internalization is not a fearful determent, as some 
Pentecostals and Charismatics are in the habit of practicing, but on the contrary, mutual 
internalization offers a hopeful participation in the redemptive act of modeling the 
Godhead Trinity in all the earth. This Pentecostal and Charismatic understanding of 
church as community can offer a wider understanding and way of being to the Church as 
well as a helpful corrective to some in the Pentecostal and Charismatic Church, 
reminding her of her primitive DNA as ones filled with the Spirit in order to be his 
witnesses in all the earth, thereby defining both identity and mission.  
 
Contextual Theology: Culture as the Concrete Context in Which This Happens 
 This chapter now turns to the theology developed via the reflections of the team 
of leaders in their particular context upon Scripture and the reciprocal hospitality. Special 
attention is given to the denominational resources of the Vineyard, and in particular, the 
Vineyard’s Kingdom theology in conversation with Hunsberger’s missiology of 
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companionship. Kingdom theology in both sects—Pentecostal and Charismatic—is 
discussed, but for the sake of context, Charismatic theology is the primary focus. Then, 
utilizing Schreiter’s model of constructing local theologies, the theology is evaluated 
based upon the reflections from the leaders with regards to the scriptural frameworks for 
this project: Jeremiah 29, Luke 10 and Psalm 74. Finally, Schreiter’s model is again used 
to define a contextual theology of companionship.  
 
Denominational Resources: Kingdom Theology 
Up to this point, this project has looked more intensely at Pentecostal theology. 
While the Charismatic and Pentecostal threads have distinct and particular identities, they 
are not at odds. Nigel Scotland, referencing Andrew Walker, states that “the Charismatic 
movement is the ‘gentrification of Pentecostalism.’”41 While this is an oversimplification, 
there are certainly shared values. This section evaluates Vineyard roots. It is important to 
note that Kingdom theology in the Charismatic vein “has developed as the movement has 
grown and matured in its thinking.”42 As the movement has grown it has also learned 
from other traditions and from their own experiences, and Kingdom theology rightly 
reflects this.   
In its early stages (1962-1984), Kingdom theology was marked by a futuristic 
eschatological fixation. This fixation was “marked by great revival outpourings of the 
spirit in the last days.”43 This was predominately seen as an “inside the church” move—
                                                     
41 Nigel Scotland, “From the ‘Not Yet’ to the ‘Now and the Not Yet’: Charismatic Kingdom 
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42 Ibid., 288. 
 
43 Ibid., 278. 
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making Kingdom and Church virtually synonymous. Scotland explains that as far as 
Charismatics “were concerned, the kingdom they proclaimed would exist in this world 
but not be of it.”44 Scotland notes influential Charismatic leaders Michael Harper and 
David Watson, who emphasized “the spiritual nature of the kingdom . . . which was about 
‘delivering people from the power of Satan’ and ‘healing the sick’ . . . and the reign of 
God . . . [which is] a decisive, future, final event at the end of time.”45 
This preoccupation with future experience and the work of God can be 
problematic for many reasons.46 As noted in this work, the fundamental belief that God is 
on mission here and now stands in contrast to this kind of framework. There are 
teleological implications for this kind of futuristic imaginary, as Scotland notes, “In many 
[Charismatic] circles this led to a strong dualism in which the whole of life was perceived 
as a spiritual battle between the forces of light and the armies of darkness.”47 
This kind of framework for mission and life often creates a praxis that not only 
hinders the gospel’s affirmation that the kingdom is at hand but can also lead to viewing 
the other as an object. Parker Palmer discusses the importance of frameworks, what he 
calls metaphors for life. He states, “Personal metaphors do much more than describe 
reality as we know it. Animated by the imagination . . . our metaphors often become our 
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46 As noted previously in Chapter One, a dark apocalyptic undertone begins to frame church, 
theology, and mission when the eschaton is the only hope. Pentecostals’ praxis and theology did not escape 
this framing and early Charismatics seemed to follow suit.  
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reality, transmuting themselves from language into the living of our lives.”48 The result of 
futuristic Kingdom theology upon language and upon praxis often created tension and 
fear in the Charismatic culture. Parker illustrates this difficulty: “I know . . . people who 
say, ‘Life is like a battlefield—you get the enemy, or the enemy gets you.’ But that kind 
of metaphor can result in enemies around every corner and a constant sense of siege.”49 
Indeed, futuristic Kingdom theology creates a false dualistic narrative that can often 
result in fear and pressure in those seeking to join God on mission.50  
Though this was early Charismatic Kingdom theology, its lingering after-effects 
were seen in the reflections of the team where this kind of fear was present. Leader 5 
stated, “Personally, when I think of evangelism I think it is really hard and I am not good 
at it.”51 Leader 3 also remarked, “When I conceive of outreach or relating to non-
Christian friends or people in this world, a lot of times I immediately go into ministry 
mode and I must be exemplifying Christ and witnessing to them directly.”52 These two 
reflections note feelings of difficulty, inability, and objectification—which are very 
possibly rooted in this kind of early Charismatic Kingdom theology.  
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As the Vineyard grew the denominational founder John Wimber’s theology 
developed, and he wrote that the Church is not synonymous with Kingdom. Rather, “The 
Church is an avenue to salvation, in so far as it leads people to union with Christ, but the 
Church is not the source of salvation. . . . This means the Church witnesses to the King 
and his kingdom, but it does not have authority in itself to build the kingdom. Only God 
has that authority.”53 Even still, Vineyard historian Bill Jackson notes that this meant the 
Church was enacting the Kingdom upon the world; he states, “What Wimber did for 
empowered evangelism was to take us back to the gospels. It was there that Jesus 
commanded his disciples to pray ‘thy kingdom come.’”54 So even though Wimber notes 
that the Church is not the Kingdom, his missiology, rooted in his Kingdom theology, 
resulted in the Vineyard stating the following: 
[The purpose of the Church] is based on our understanding of the kingdom of 
God. We believe the purpose of the church is to advance the rule of God on the 
earth by continuing the ministry of Jesus in word, deed and life through the power 
of the Holy Spirit. We have a theology of power [which] affirms the present day 
ministry of Jesus through spiritual gifts given to the church to win the lost, heal 
the sick, care for the poor, cast out demons, and disciple our people as we live 
according to the fruits of the Spirit.55 
 
At Coast this has played out in a variety of ways. The team of leaders often 
worded and understood the experiment in these dualistic terms. In the initial reflection 
time, a framework of winning the lost and an urgency was detected as Leader 3 insisted 
on posting a sign announcing who put on the event, in order to lead to converts. While 
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this was tempered by other leaders, particularly Leaders 2 and 4 who desired an organic 
approach, the initial framework of winning or losing could be detected.  
 Coast illustrates its commitment to this theology in its first stated value, which is 
given under the heading, “the Kingdom of God”:  
Coast Vineyard is committed to the theology and practice of the kingdom of God . 
. . from the beginning, we have been committed to proclaiming the good news of 
the kingdom of God and to bearing witness to the “already and not yet” of the 
kingdom in our words and deeds—through healing (physical, emotional, and 
social), doing justice, and delivering those held captive by evil. Since the 
kingdom of God is the future reign of God breaking into the present through the 
life and ministry of Jesus, we are a forward-leaning movement that emphasizes 
the ever-reforming nature of the church and engages the world in love.56 
 
There is a tension here between the Church and the world that can become dualistic, as 
well as an implicit understanding of the Church and the Kingdom as one. While it is often 
stated by Coast leadership that the Church is not the Kingdom, the values and praxis hint 
to the tension being confused. Scotland points this out, noting that many Charismatics 
“stressed that as the church gradually and increasingly moved in the power and the 
presence of God’s spirit, so the kingdom would come.”57 This “behind the scenes” praxis 
seems to understand that the Kingdom comes only as the Church grows, and indeed that 
the Church somehow owns and distributes the Kingdom. Thus, it appears that the Church 
is the central force and loci for the Kingdom.  
Perhaps this is most powerfully seen in the data when Leader 4, who understood 
and pressed for missional commitment and change, stated that “hopefully, one day we 
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can invite [our neighbors] to join us in the church community.”58 It is of note that the 
hope is not for her friends to have union with Christ, which was Wimber’s definition of 
salvation, or to experience the Kingdom, but to attend the church. While joining the 
church may hold those implications, for Leader 4 what seems evident here is a stubborn 
ecclesiocentric framework, and barometric for success, rooted in early Charismatic 
Kingdom theology. The defining measurements of Kingdom theology, for the Vineyard 
at large, are defined as follows: “the forgiveness of sins, care for the poor, healing for the 
sick, deliverance of the demonized, miracles over nature, raising of the dead.”59 At Coast 
they are defined as “healing (physical, emotional, and social), doing justice, and 
delivering those held captive by evil.”60 Of note in both definitions is the battle language, 
suggestive of dualistic thinking, including the mentions of deliverance and “those held 
captive.”   
 
Invitation to Companionship: Context and Reciprocity 
 Hunsberger’s work on the Kingdom of God, or Reign of God, began to illuminate, 
inform, and alleviate the fears of the team and the problematic dualistic frameworks of 
Kingdom theology as the experiment continued. As previously noted, his particular 
understanding of Kingdom meant that praxis “would move from an act of recruiting or 
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co-opting those outside the church to an invitation of companionship.”61 This 
understanding offered a path for the experiment to grow and develop into committed 
friendship. For Hunsberger, the theology of the Kingdom has some differing and nuanced 
understandings that informed the missiological praxis this project sought to embody and 
is now evaluated in this section.  
 First, Hunsberger is careful to say that the Church is not the embodiment of the 
Kingdom but of the gospel. Even so, the Church, called to embody the gospel—that is, 
the life of Jesus and the eschatological hope found in his death and resurrection—is not 
the fulfillment of it.62 This distinction is important, for it echoes Schreiter’s model of 
constructing local theology: the basic requirement is that all three streams—gospel, 
Church, and culture—have a separate and a dynamic voice, and their interaction creates 
new ways of living into the kingdom of God.63 Hunsberger is careful to note that even 
though the Church embodies the gospel, it is not lording over. He writes that this kind of 
conversation and dialogue “call for continual conversion as the church hears and 
responds to the gospel over and over again.”64 This conversation then is marked with 
missional frameworks and praxis of listening to the Word, learning from the context and 
culture, and finally experiencing new ways of being church again and again.   
 Second, Hunsberger defines the Kingdom life differently from the praxis marked 
by both Vineyard and Coast, as shalom. He defines shalom as “peace, justice, and 
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celebration. Shalom, the overarching vision of the future, means ‘peace,’ but not merely 
peace as cessation of hostilities. Instead, shalom envisions the full prosperity of a people 
of God living under the covenant of God’s demanding care and compassionate rule.”65 
While Vineyard and Coast both define the praxis of Kingdom with some battle-oriented 
language, this understanding of Kingdom deepens and widens the space, utilizing peace 
as the central imaginary. In particular, he notes the definition by Paul, which states that 
“the kingdom of God is not food and drink, but righteousness [justice], and peace and joy 
in the Holy Spirit” (Rom 14:17).66 Again, this understanding allows for a missiological 
posture of dependence and participation in the work of the Spirit, rather than narrowing it 
to the actions of the Church. It also seeks to embody the Jeremiah 29 text, which the team 
of leaders frequently referenced and of which Leader 4 stated, “Jeremiah 29 holds our 
philosophy of how we engage and I just want to continue on, keep engaging.”67 As noted 
earlier in this work, the concept of shalom is central to both Jeremiah 29 and Luke 10, 
and it continually framed the reflections and posture of this team.   
 Third, Hunsberger’s understanding of Kingdom provides a way into local praxis 
that is invitational rather than leaning on battle, marketing, or constructing imagery. His 
exegesis of the text reveals two understandings that differ from ecclesiocentric norms. He 
notes, “The reign of God is, first of all, a gift one receives . . . of God’s making, freely 
given [which] calls for the simple, trusting act of receiving.” 68 And secondly, “the reign 
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of God is a realm—a space, an arena, a zone—that may be inhabited. . . . These two 
images . . . restrain our cultural instincts to think of the reign of God as something we 
achieve or enlarge.”69 Both of these frames for the Kingdom of God can offer a way into 
praxis of humility and participation, rather than “knee-jerk reactions of leaders to come 
up with something really big that catches the imaginations of people and gets them all 
involved in making a difference.”70 Instead, what the leaders at Coast found was that 
being invited in by their neighbors, participating in their lives in humility, brought peace 
and transformation.  
 
Theology of Companionship 
 It is now important to move from theology to context by putting all three 
perspectives in conversation—context, Church, and gospel—utilizing Schreiter’s model. 
Over the course of the experiment, as the leaders engaged the missional model and began 
to articulate their experience via practical theology, praxis then reflection, and then more 
praxis, a theology of companionship was developed. This was influenced largely by 
Schreiter, Hunsberger, and Psalm 74. This section evaluates this psalm and three 
components of engaging context, based on the team’s reflections via this contextual 
experiment and subsequent commitment. These three components are a recognition that 
God is at work and our role is to join him in that work, a faithfulness to the work of 
salvation, and an acknowledgement and embracing of the ordinary. 
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Psalm 74 
As the team began this work, it became apparent that some of the leaders felt 
distress over how to engage their context. In this process, I sought out a text that could 
give voice to the fear and even anger that some might be feeling. I found Walter 
Brueggemann’s work on the Psalms particularly helpful. In discussing the structure of the 
Psalms, he states, 
Our life of faith consists in moving with God in terms of (a) being securely 
oriented, (b) being painfully disoriented, and (c) being surprisingly reoriented. . .  
It can permit us to speak of “passages,” the life-cycle, stages of growth, and 
identity crisis. It can permit us to be honest about what is happening to us. Most 
of all, it may provide us a way to think about the Psalms in relation to our 
common human experience, for each of God’s children is in transit along the flow 
of orientation, disorientation, and reorientation.71 
 
Brueggemann’s framework of orientation, disorientation, and reorientation—not only for 
the Psalms but also for life—became a helpful tool in times of reflection upon the work 
the team was engaging in. As previously noted, there was some distress and uncertainty 
about engaging in this experiment as well as the risk of the unknown, especially about 
reciprocal hospitality. In discussion of this rhythm, Psalm 74 opened the door for the 
leaders to orient themselves in the text.  
 Psalm 74 is a traditional lament. The lament form is powerful both for instruction 
and identification. Brueggemann notes, “The Psalms mostly do not emerge out of such 
situations of equilibrium. Rather, people are driven to such poignant prayer and song as 
are found in the Psalter precisely by experiences of dislocation and relocation. It is the 
experience of being overwhelmed, nearly destroyed, and then surprisingly given life 
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which empowers us to pray and sing.”72 As a lament this psalm finds the people of God 
squarely in the midst of dislocation. Brueggemann writes, 
With the destruction of Jerusalem and the exile of Judah in 587 B.C., the people 
of God experienced not only a national crisis but a religious one. They lost three 
tangible symbols that marked them as a people of God: the land, the Davidic king, 
and the temple. The psalm laments the temple’s destruction, and it takes on the 
seemingly impossible task of appealing to God who has apparently rejected the 
temple’s “congregation” (Hb. eda, not “people” as in the NIV, v. 2).73   
 
The team found they could identity with this kind of disorientation in terms of their 
understanding of evangelism. The evangelism they were familiar with was hard, it did not 
work, and often its dualistic and militaristic frames were inadequate and ill-fitting for the 
present context. 
 This tension and distress were evident as the team reflected upon Jeremiah 29, 
and the leaders all remarked at the seemingly odd call to work for the peace of their 
captors. Leader 2 remarked, 
Do good for the city—[it is] odd because here they are and these heathens are 
like their overlords and they are in captivity. . . . The last thing you want to do is 
do good to them. It would be hard enough to honor God in that situation, but to do 
good to those who are their captors is even more [difficult]. It shows God’s love 
for people outside of Israel, and then for all people. . . . [This made me think] of 
the people we are meeting and what we are learning about them like Diana and 
her dad. . . . [We should] pray to the Lord for the people.74  
 
A few points are notable here. The first is that there is some confusion and tension about 
the mission of God who seems to care for those who were once thought of as enemies, 
which may reveal some remnants of early Charismatic Kingdom theology. Second, it is 
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notable that this leader could see himself in the text and connect the experimental work 
with that text. Third, it is interesting that he could sense that a part of the mission was 
engaging his neighbor, and so he suggests that the team pray as a continued way to 
experiment.   
 After reflecting for eight months on Jeremiah 29 and Luke 10, I introduced Psalm 
74 as another way of entering the text and especially to highlight God’s activity and 
supremacy even in a time of disorientation. The psalm is a lament which Brueggemann 
notes is communal. He writes, “There are poems that follow a similar pattern of 
expression but address a public usually national, disaster. These characteristically address 
disasters of war and drought. The communal lament makes a vigorous, nearly accusatory 
address to Yahweh, imputing responsibility to Yahweh for the disaster, whether through 
neglect or hostility.”75 Indeed the psalmist Asaph asks, “O God, why do you cast us off 
forever?” and reports, “They set your sanctuary on fire; they desecrated the dwelling 
place of your name” (Psalm 74:1, 7).  
 But then, as all laments do, the lament turns to praise in verse 12: “For God, my 
King, is from of old, working salvation into the earth” (translation mine). “This intense 
stanza, made more so by the change from the plural (“us” and “we”) to the singular (v. 
12), argues powerfully for the divine intervention. God is king, so all-powerful, and he 
has acted in salvation before”76 There is a bold and faith-filled turn here that is unique to 
the Israelites. Brueggemann highlights this unique posture:  
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In the laments [of the Psalms] we have not a “tragic reversal” but a “saving 
reversal” that moves from distress to wholeness. While the normal expectations of 
a precarious community might see tragic reversal as the pattern of historical 
experience, Israel’s normative faith is exactly opposite. It insists that saving 
reversal and not tragic reversal is the pattern of Israel’s experience…Israel’s most 
fundamental conviction [is], namely, that Yahweh is sovereign over the present 
situation and can work good of it.77 
 
Indeed, this text broke open the imaginary of the team and began to give language and 
generate an energy to the experiment and in the heart of the leaders.  
 
Yet God, My King, from of Old: God Is at Work 
 The turn in verse 12 of the lament is powerful. Though the Israelites feel utterly 
abandoned, there is a turn to acknowledge that God is King and what that signifies. As 
the lament continues, it notes God’s role both in creation and in the exodus. Commentator 
John Day writes, “It is to be noted that the theme of Yahweh’s kingship was closely 
associated with that of the creation of the world . . . and especially prominent are 
[historical remembrances—creation, the exodus, the settlement of Canaan, the judges, 
etc.].” 78 These recollections are a common refrain in the lament, a reiteration of the holy 
history Israel has, pointing out the power of God to tame chaos again and again, and that 
there is indeed no greater power on earth than God. Referring to “Yahweh’s victory over 
the power of chaos and ordering of the world at the time of creation,”79 Day explains that 
the exodus and the settling of Canaan are proof enough of God’s power for the psalmist.  
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 The importance of God’s sovereignty was essential to Israel and became an 
important foundation for the team. Leader 5 stated, “God is already in the community—
you can meet him there.”80 This was a different posture for the team, who initially 
expressed concern about reciprocal hospitality and anxiety around the idea of evangelism. 
However, as the team members dwelt on the text and reflected, this concept began to 
work a peace into the project and enable them to embody a trust and faith in God and in 
following his lead. Leader 3 stated, “I can’t take credit for anything because I am not 
explicitly witnessing. It is Christ in me that is doing all the work. So it is the easiest and 
the hardest thing I have ever done.”81 This recognition was important for missional 
engagement because the basic tenet of this posture is first, missio Dei—God is on 
mission, and second, “It’s about joining with what God is doing in the world.”82 
 Not only did the team members identify God’s sovereignty and their role as 
followers and partners as essential, but they also noted how essential listening became to 
this work. Leader 4 reflected on this dynamic, saying, “[It’s an] experiment of Christians 
listening—not talking; we are trying to enter onto even ground.”83 This may be one of the 
most important tenets of a theology of companionship that the team developed. There 
was a recognition on the leaders’ part that listening, and indeed Christians listening, was 
a rarity. The invitation to see God as King, leading the way, introduced a way of being 
                                                     
80 Team of leaders, Reflection #3 interviews, May 2014. 
 
81 Team of leaders, Reflection #2 interviews, April 2014. 
 
82 Roxburgh, Missional: Joining God, 166.  
 
83 Team of leaders, Reflection #2 interviews, April 2014. 
 
110 
that was marked by humility, dependence, and quietness. This posture aligns with what 
Henri Nouwen proposes is the way of God: powerlessness. He contends, “The radical, 
divine choice is the choice to reveal glory, beauty, truth, peace, joy, and, most of all, love 
in and through the complete divestment of power.”84 Why is listening, or a “divestment 
of power,” so essential for a theology of companionship? Nouwen explains that it is 
because “people with power do not invite intimacy.”85 
  This knowledge was made clear to the leaders after experiencing eighteen months 
of companionship, as they reflected on what God was doing in their context. Therefore, 
the first tenet of the theology of companionship is that the King of old, who is at work, is 
not calling them to lord over their neighbors, or to fight them. He is calling them to 
partner with his work. It is not theirs to manipulate or lead, but their position requires a 
humble posture of servitude. This theology also calls for listening rather than dominating 
the conversation. In order to invite intimacy, the loudest voices need to not only grow 
quiet, but to be altogether silent in order to fully listen to and hear their neighbors.  
 
Working Salvation: Faithful Hesed 
 The second element of this theology of companionship is that this work calls for a 
faithfulness to the work of salvation. First, the imagery of the psalm is agricultural, and as 
such it invites a new way of being Christ in the neighborhood. Second, it compels 
workers to orient their lives around rhythms of nature, which are far more gradual than 
immediate. This was particularly essential because of the ecclesiocentric adaptive 
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challenge marked by idealism and eventism. This posture allowed the leaders to engage 
the text and their context in a countercultural and counter-church way.  
 The agricultural imagery in Psalm 74 became a standard reference as the team 
continued to experiment and move toward commitment. Leader 1 said, “Get your hands 
in the dirt like Psalm 74 says. That image of hands in the dirt digging, working the soil 
has stayed with me. Just getting in there, follow God’s lead.”86 Palmer advocates for 
agricultural metaphors for life as well, stating, “If we lived close to nature in an 
agricultural society, the seasons as metaphor and fact would continually frame our lives. 
But the master metaphor of our era does not come from agriculture—it comes from 
manufacturing. We do not believe we ‘grow’ our lives—we believe that we ‘make’ 
them.”87 Indeed, this was covered in Chapter 2, particularly in terms of how idealism and 
eventism marked ways into the neighborhood for members of Coast.  
 However, Psalm 74, in conjunction with the call to “dwell” and “plant gardens” in 
Jeremiah 29, began to shift imaginaries: from manufacturing converts in order to succeed, 
to partnering with God in friendship and companionship with their neighbors. This rubric 
for success was noted when four of the five leaders described the moment the team was 
invited in to receive hospitality as the fruit of their labor (eighteen months of operating 
the café).88 And upon reflecting on the report, Leader 3 noted that the predominant 
ingredient to this kind of endeavor was time. He commented, “God is constantly working 
acts of salvation throughout the world. He is ‘working’ them, meaning that they can take 
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a while.”89 Indeed, this commitment to stay and engage over time illustrates one of the 
key components of a theology of companionship: faithfulness.  
 Galatians 5 leans heavily into the agriculture metaphor in listing the fruits of the 
Spirit in contrast to the flesh. Commentator Gordon Fee notes, “By describing the list of 
virtues as ‘fruit of the Spirit,’ Paul once more sets the Spirit in sharp contrast to the flesh: 
the vices are ‘works’ (cf. ‘works of the law’); the virtues are ‘fruit.’ But ‘fruit’ does not 
mean passivity on the part of the believer. To be sure, ‘works’ puts emphasis on human 
endeavor, ‘fruit’ on divine power.”90 Not only is this helpful for missional frameworks, 
but it is important for this theology because it notes the work involved just as Psalm 
74:12 does. Moreover, this is not an individual call, as Northern American individualistic 
frameworks may be tempted to read it. Fee helpfully instructs, “The decided majority of 
these items have to do with the corporate life of the community, not with the internal life 
of the individual believer.”91 
Faithfulness is an essential norm for this theology, both in regards to God and 
humanity. In his work, Life on the Vine, Philip D. Kenneson discusses the vital 
importance of the Spirit for the Christian life. He writes of faithfulness, “Once we recover 
the richer sense of faith, we are in better position to see God’s double claim on our lives: 
God calls us both to trust God (who is trustworthy) and to emulate God’s trustworthiness. 
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Trust requires steadfastness. Trust cannot be fickle, but must be constant and firm.”92 
This double claim resembles what we have already covered in Volf’s work—that there is 
a sense that our interaction with God inhabits us as we indeed are able to inhabit his 
Word and work and even character—mutual internalization.93 This posture then is 
marked by patience, peace, and steadfastness.  
 Understanding steadfastness as the way to describe faithfulness is crucial. 
Brueggemann helpfully notes the lack of understanding of the word hesed that affects our 
biblical translations:  
[It is] odd and misleading that in the psalms the word [hesed] is helpfully 
translated “steadfast love” in verses 21 and 26 [Psalm 109] (in the NRSV) when 
referring to God, but in verses 12 and 16, when the word refers to human 
interaction, it is weakly rendered (in the NRSV) “kindness.” The argument of the 
psalm, I submit, depends on being able to recognize that it is the same word in all 
its uses, however it is translated and whether it refers to human action or the 
action of God.94 
 
Here Brueggemann echoes Volf—our interaction with God mystically and miraculously 
calls us into the same way of being, in this instance: steadfastness.  
 The word hesed is used in 124 instances in the book of Psalms in reference to 
God, notes Hermann Spieckermann: “These instances are distributed among fifty-four 
psalms. It is not exaggerated to say that hesed [steadfast love] helps to find the very 
theological center of the Psalter.”95 The word is often translated as “mercy,” “kindness,” 
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and “just,” but scholars agree that “steadfast love” is closest to the intent of the Hebrew 
writers.96 Steadfast love connotes a divine love, something marked as not our own, from 
the Other, that is defined, Spieckermann writes, by the “hymn formula that praise[s] God 
as merciful and gracious, patient and rich in love (Ps 86:15; 103:8; 145:8).”97 This 
understanding of the work of salvation can become innovative and freeing—and indeed 
brought a peace and joy to the team of leaders.  
 Perhaps Leader 3 described this experience best, as we have already noted, when 
he said, “When I think of outreach this is the most vulnerable I have ever been. This is 
scary—to become an equal. I can’t take credit for anything because I am not explicitly 
witnessing. It is Christ in me that is doing all the work. So it is the easiest and the hardest 
thing I have ever done.”98 This is precisely the hope of this project—to invite leaders into 
a new way of being that would first reveal the character of God, a faithful love that was 
so utterly humble it left God vulnerable, and second, invite the leaders into that kind of 
long-term faithfulness that was also vulnerable and hard, easy and simple.  
 Leader 2 noted this exact definition in his reflection when he wrote, “We are 
called to not simply seek our own and the sake thereof, but to extend ourselves into the 
community, not in short terms but for the long run. The Israelites are called to this for 
seventy years, a lifetime in which change and integration slowly progresses rather than 
immediate acceptance.”99 This is precisely the kind of character and posture which 
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defines a theology of companionship. It is faithful to the agricultural metaphor which is 
mindful of the seasons. Palmer writes, “[Seasons] suggests that life is neither a battlefield 
nor a game of change but something infinitely richer, more promising, more real. The 
notion that our lives are like the eternal cycle of the seasons does not deny the struggle or 
the joy, the loss or the gain, the darkness or the light, but encourages us to embrace it 
all—and to find in all of it opportunities for growth.”100 Indeed, this is what the team 
began to experience in the settling in. Committing to their neighbors, there was a peace in 
being present for the long run, for a lifetime. There was a trusting belief that in that 
lifetime the steadfast love of God and of themselves would prove faithful.  
 
Into the Earth: Honoring the Mundane 
 The third component that Psalm 74 illuminates and defines in a theology of 
companionship is an acknowledgement and embracing of the ordinary. Again this was 
helpful for the team of leaders as it offered a way that was different from attitudes of 
idealism and eventism. Going back to verse 12 “For God, my King, is from of old, 
working salvation into the earth” (translation mine), the team began to understand that the 
salvation that God works is “into the earth.” Over time the team recognized how the 
everyday became the ground in which things were happening, as well as how the “earth” 
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of their neighbors’ hearts and their own were being affected by this mutual 
internalization.  
 When writing the report, the team listed Psalm 74 as one of the frames, stating 
that “working salvation into the earth” was what they understood this endeavor to be 
about.101 Furthermore, when they listed themes for this project they wrote, “Redemption 
in the everyday (mundane)—it just takes a lot of time.”102 This is significant because it 
offers a new way of being and addresses the adaptive challenge of ecclesiocentric 
mindsets that are present in idealism and eventism. Rather than pursing a romantic ideal 
or a one-time event, this acknowledgement and honoring of the everyday began to 
redeem the time in a new way.  
 Mark Barnard discusses this posture, noting the parable of the weeds in Matthew 
13. He sums it up as Christ encouraging his followers to “concentrate on the growth of 
seeds, rather than worrying too much about pulling weeds.”103 This mirrors Branson’s 
appreciative inquiry value, and agricultural metaphor, of heliotropism.104 Life grows 
toward the light. This agricultural, earthy metaphor becomes imperative in a theology of 
companionship because “kingdom growth is slow, fragile and uncertain; like tiny mustard 
seeds in the ground, and yeast through dough.”105 This grace cannot be undervalued. To 
journey with another is a holy act of faith in God and in oneself to continue on, working 
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the earth, for his salvific resolve. In such, this posture “requires that the church not be a 
people in a hurry but rather a people who have learned to wait. That is, Christians should 
be oriented toward witnessing God’s work in God’s time rather than achieving our goals 
in our time.”106 
 For the team of leaders, this approach revealed itself in their descriptions of their 
hopes for Coast, which were to become more dependent and humble.107 This perhaps 
illuminates the vulnerability and power of a contextual theology of companionship. The 
commitment to journey together inevitably takes time, and that time begins to change 
both parties. In his work on friendship John O’Donohue writes, “Love begins with paying 
attention to others, with an act of gracious self-forgetting. This is the condition in which 
we grow.”108 This act is vulnerable and perhaps can even feel dangerous because of its 
mutuality and reciprocity. The team of leaders discovered that salvation worked is not 
merely in the hearts of the neighbors, but in their own hearts as well.  
 Leader 4 remarked, “I feel like it is for our benefit that we have been placed 
here—to ground us and we are doing pretty good. It is not egalitarian, or just, oh for the 
good of everyone else, it is good for us.”109 This marked a shift in the project and in the 
development of the theology of companionship. What was happening shifted from an 
event to the long run, from an ideal to the ordinary, and from objectification to mutuality. 
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It was at this time that one leader observed that this project was not about the café, but 
that even if the café ended the friendships would remain. Indeed, this has proven true as 
two of the leaders no longer attend the café, yet each remains involved in friendships with 
neighbors they met there.  
 This is important for a few reasons. First, it can move us from objectifying others 
to dignifying them as the imago Dei. Father Gregory Boyle writes, 
Often we strike the moral distance that separates “us” from “them,” and yet it is 
God’s dream come true when we recognize that there exists no daylight between 
us. Serving others is good. It’s a start. But it’s just the hallway that leads to the 
Grand Ballroom. Kinship—not serving the other, but being one with the other. 
Jesus was not “a man for others”; he was one of them. There is a world of 
difference in that.110  
 
Second, this work was a marked shift of purposeful kinship that began to change the 
leaders in the same mysterious way of the Trinity—mutual internalization. And not only 
did it change the leaders but it worked for their good, for their salvation. This is the hope 
of a theology of companionship that embodies a mutuality in which the Christian voice is 
not bellowing the loudest but it can begin to be quiet, to learn. As Sedmak points out, 
“Our cultures teach us how to listen and look.”111 Third, this is pressing into the second 
element of a theology of companionship: faithfulness. To enter into this process is no 
small endeavor; “this is a journey that doesn’t end, [but] that’s the beauty.”112  
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 Thus far, Chapter 5 has put Church, gospel, and culture in conversation, utilizing 
the reflections upon the Word and the reciprocal hospitality experienced by the team of 
leaders at the local library. The result is a full-bodied Kingdom theology marked by 
receiving and entering frameworks. This was further developed into a local theology of 
companionship, rooted in the narrative marked by rest in the Kingship of God, faithful 
hesed, and honoring the ordinary. This chapter concludes with a reflection on leadership 
in this local context.  
 
Leadership 
In his work on Christian leadership, Nouwen states, “A whole new type of 
leadership is asked for in the Church of tomorrow, a leadership which is not modeled on 
the power games of the world, but on the servant-leader, Jesus, who came to give his life 
for the salvation of the many.”113 What could this leadership look like? And how do we 
pursue it? Again, we turn to the lament, and the wisdom of this form of worship and 
communal prayer, to frame our learnings. Brueggemann writes, 
The structure of the whole begins in bold confidence even to address Yahweh. It 
culminates in grateful trust. Not only has the situation been changed, but the 
speaker’s revelation with Yahweh has been reaffirmed and solidified. Yahweh has 
proven both faithful and powerful. The form of the lament reflects the liturgical 
conviction that the situation is transformed when Yahweh acts. The pattern of 
expression corresponds to and gives voice to that view of the situation. Thus the 
former enables the faithful to read situations of hurt as situations of potential 
transformation. . . . It will be seen that a great many of the Psalms are to be 
understood and interpreted around the turn from distress to relief. The crucial 
structural question is the relation between these contrasted parts. How does the 
speaker get from distress to relief, and what transforms the mood?114 
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This question is the great adaptive challenge of a leader. My initial leadership adaptive 
challenge arose from the aching question, “Is there more?” I wanted more than trying to 
generate attendance and orchestrate larger and more impressive events for people who 
already claim Christ as their Savior. In many ways the ecclesiocentric conversations and 
training about church largely centered on how to make the activities more entertaining. 
There seemed a concentrated effort to ignore, dismiss, or minimize the current distress 
largely felt by those attending church and within those who desire connection with God 
but are turned off by the Church. Simultaneously, there was a prideful belief that leaders 
could fix this distress and were the source of hope, creating little room for a God on 
mission.  
There is real distress as the culture shifts, and the longer this is dismissed, the 
further it prolongs the pain. Rather than effectively leading by treating the challenge, 
overwhelmingly the posture of leadership has been to treat the symptoms. This section 
advocates three ways of addressing this distress based upon the data gathered in this 
project. First is the need for people of God to be people of discernment. Second is the 
imperative role that mutuality plays for leaders and members. And third, a new rubric for 
success is offered in the metaphor of seasons and fruitfulness.  
 
Discernment 
 A continued theme in the literature researched for this project has been the vital 
role that discernment plays in relation to God, the Church, culture, and the gospel. For 
this project in particular, the value of missional thinking is that “the Spirit is among the 
121 
people of God.”115 Roxburgh and Romanuk argue that this truth is highlighted in the 
recapitulating act of Christ breathing over the disciples that they would receive the Spirit 
much as the Spirit breathed over the nothing and the world was created. But the belief 
that the answer is within the people does not require a spiritual frame. In a popular 
business book, Surfing the Edge of Chaos, the writers note, “The wisdom to solve 
problems exists and needs to be discovered within each and every community.”116 
   If church leaders began to approach discipleship as first and foremost a formation 
of the ability to discern, trusting that God is at work and the Spirit resides in the people, 
then the distress would be addressed and the community would be empowered to deal 
with the challenges of the Church and of the culture in this age. Smith is helpful in this 
portion as he suggests a somewhat unorthodox model for discipleship. He notes 
Augustine’s anthropology of desire—which opens up a romantic theology, showcased in 
the film Moulin Rouge—as a better model for discipleship, with its story of bohemian 
love and rejection of a producer-consumer life, where “the end of learning is love; the 
path of discipleship is romantic.”117 This is of note because “habits are formed by 
practices: routines and rituals that inscribe particular ongoing habits into our character, 
such that they become second nature to us.”118 While a great degree of time and energy is 
spent in training Christians in a cerebral fashion, Smith argues that the Church lost the 
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hearts of the people. Smith notes the daily practices of our culture, habits that are 
autonomous and yet reveal deeply held convictions and defines them as liturgies. He 
states, “Liturgies are the most loaded forms of ritual practice because they are after 
nothing less than our hearts.”119 
 The need for discernment then is two-fold. First, leaders must awaken and 
empower the community to voice the distress, to hear the Spirit and vocalize it. By doing 
so they will rightly address where they are and grow in confidence that God is at work in 
that place, and that they are a part of that work in their hearing, discerning, and response. 
For this project, the times of reflection and dwelling in the Word were essential for this 
kind of work. The time and energy it took seemed to pay off as it gave room for the 
voicing of distress as well as space to hear and discern God’s voice and to act on it.  
Second, this ability is not merely focused towards God, but it can begin to dignify 
culture and neighbor in tandem with discernment of the Spirit. As the people discern God 
at work in them, they also begin to discern God at work in their neighborhood and in their 
culture. Sedmak, noting Max Warren’s work, states, “Our first task in approaching 
another people, another culture, another religion, is to take off our shoes, for the place we 
are approaching is holy. Else we may find ourselves treading on men’s dreams. More 
serious still, we may forget that God was here before our arrival.”120 
 This cultural discernment is twofold then, much like the people of Issachar who 
had understandings or could read the signs of the times and knew what to do (1 
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Chronicles 12:32). The first element of discernment is to be aware of the fact that God 
was here first, and in this holy place to discern what can we learn and receive, and where 
can we help and administer. Second, the discipline of discernment can wake us up to the 
small “g” gospels and liturgies the culture is offering. Smith defines discernment as the 
ability to “see cultural practices for what they are; it’s as if we can then say to them, ‘I 
see what you’re up to.’”121 Identification is central, as well as discerning God in this 
rather than setting up camps or radical bifurcation. Ward instructs, “Discernment is 
needed in trying to distinguish the authentic from the fake when there is no immediate 
access to what people are hungering for. In this discernment, it is not resistance to 
commodification that will help—for commodification is inevitable while capitalism still 
remains—but resistance to the reductions of materialism.”122 This is critical. Rather than 
a dualistic or enemy-entrenched mindset, what is offered here is a way to engage God and 
culture, culture and gospel, gospel and church. The recognition that God is still at work in 
each of these areas, coupled with the intentional participation in Christian worship, 
reflection, and dwelling in the Word, can lessen the formative power of secular liturgies, 
though it cannot entirely eliminate them. This recognition and participation also offers a 
way of joining God in the narrative he is writing in and among our neighbors.   
 In order to cultivate missional commitment, then, leaders need to become masters 
at leading their people in discernment of God, the gospel, the Church, and also of their 
culture. William Stringfellow notes this two-fold gift, writing, “Discernment furnishes 
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the context for other tasks and functions of the people of God. It safeguards against 
covetousness, pride, trickery, exploitation, abuse, or dissipation (1 Cor. 13, 14). 
Moreover, discernment represents the fulfillment of the promise of Jesus Christ to his 
disciples that they would receive authority and capability by the Holy Spirit to address 
and to serve humanity (John 15:18-26).”123 It is a bold act of trusting in this Spirit given 
by Christ to lead the Church and the people—into the neighborhood.  
 
Mutuality 
 By far the greatest impact on the team was the moment that they were hosted. 
Living into Luke 10 and entering into the space of the other shifted the power dynamic in 
such a way that it enabled change. This was not coincidental. For far too long the Church 
has tried to operate from a position of power that is antithetical to Christ and the Gospel. 
Nouwen notes,  
Ministry is not only a communal experience, it is also a mutual experience. . . . 
Somehow we have come to believe that good leadership requires a safe distance 
from those we are called to lead. . . . How can anyone lay down his life for those 
with whom he is not even allowed to enter into deep personal relationship? 
Laying down your life means making your own faith and doubt, hope and despair, 
joy and sadness, courage and fear available to others as ways of getting in touch 
with the Lord of life.124  
 
This is a leadership marked not by power to bestow the information, the big new plan, or 
to dispense the Kingdom. Instead this is a leader who participates. It is mutuality. 
Furthermore, Nouwen writes, 
The mystery of ministry is that we have been chosen to make our own limited and 
very conditional love the gateway for the unlimited and unconditional love of 
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God. Therefore, true ministry must be mutual. When the members of a 
community of faith cannot truly know and love their shepherd, shepherding 
quickly becomes a subtle way of exercising power over others and beings to show 
authoritarian and dictatorial traits.125 
 
 This kind of leadership approach reeks of reactive mindsets and entrenchment. I 
had to wonder if it did not also hint at a church structure that valued power more than it 
valued the way of Christ, the God who is on mission. This love of power is ultimately 
destructive as its fundamental hope lies outside of the way of God. Stringfellow writes, 
“The only morality governing each principality is its own survival as over against every 
other principality, as well as over against human beings and, indeed, the rest of 
Creation.”126   
 Taking the first principle of discernment and combining it with mutuality can 
offer a way into mission that is not handed down from leaders, but a work that is of the 
Spirit joined in by leaders. What can often happen in this kind of work is a desire to send 
the people out by the leaders. But that is not the example of Jeremiah 29, Luke 10, and 
Psalm 74. The hope offered here is a new way that stubbornly believes that the Spirit of 
God resides in the people of God, even the leaders. And that the leaders play a vital role 
and part—just as each member of the community does. Dean Williams helpfully states, 
“Leaders must wisely and responsibly use their power to be a visible symbol of the 
values and opportunities that change affords.”127 
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 Mutuality is a condition of missional commitment, not a ploy. It requires a 
steadfast faithfulness to the God on the move working salvation into the earth—the earth 
of the leader, the earth of the community, and the earth of the saints. This became 
apparent when Leader 3 reflected, “It was easy to follow your lead, not like we [needed 
your instruction] but just your presence [with us]. So, it was easy to follow you in this 
project.”128 The guiding of this team was remarkably simple in that it basically involved 
time (space for reflection), faith (in the Word and the God at work in and through it), and 
commitment (a willingness on the part of the leaders to continue without having a 
definitive result in mind). Sharing in that risk was not always comfortable, but in the end 
it proved incredibly rewarding.  
 
New Rubric for Success: Fruitfulness 
 Perhaps the most powerful shift came as the team was developing the report and 
Leader 1 stated that the goal of the project was stories. Fundamentally, the guideline for 
success in evangelical circles has been converts. But this rubric for success is antithetical 
to Scripture, which is largely a collection of stories. Instead, pressing into the agricultural 
imagery, like in Psalm 74, leaders can find a different way offered that is faithful to 
Scripture and the way of God. Again, Surfing the Edge of Chaos resonates here, as the 
authors state: “Let us be clear. ‘Living systems’ isn’t a metaphor for how human 
institutions operate. It’s the way it is.”129 
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 Nouwen furthers this image again, calling us into the postures and metaphors for 
life that are faithful to the living system: 
It is interesting to remember that fruits are always the result of vulnerability. A 
child is conceived when two people are vulnerable to each other in intimacy. The 
experience of peace and reconciliation comes when people are very honest and 
compassionate with one another, when they are vulnerable and open about their 
mistakes and weaknesses. The seed that falls into broken ground bears much fruit. 
So perhaps it is wise to begin to shift our thinking. We want to move away from 
emulating successfulness and begin to dream about a life of fruitfulness. When he 
was dying on the cross, Jesus was ultimately vulnerable. He had nothing left. 
Everything had been taken from him, including his dignity, and in the eyes of his 
culture he was a failure. But in all truth the moment of his death on the cross was 
his life’s greatest moment, because there his life became the most fruitful one in 
all history. Jesus saw his life and his death as fruitful.130  
 
Nouwen’s point is central to this section because he incorporates all three points. First, 
this agricultural metaphor calls upon the body to discern times of growth and times of 
death, times for listening and times for speaking, times for weakness and times strength. 
This way of Christ calls the believer to hope in Resurrection, which ultimately calls upon 
the believer to embrace death (even distress). Second, this calls for a vulnerability and 
intimacy: mutuality. The leader is not in a position of power and neither is the Christian. 
This is best modeled, not taught. The leader must be a part of the community, a part of 
the work—not above but vulnerable in the discernment process, vulnerable in the 
receiving. Third, Nouwen calls the believer to faith in death and resurrection. As Paul 
writes in 1 Corinthians 15, for one to disregard the resurrection and say that he or she 
believes in Christ is like being drunk. “Sober up,” he admonishes. This is the way of the 
Lamb who was Slain. As the team of leaders reflected, it is a humble way.  
 Palmer’s work on fruitfulness was evocative here as well:  
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If we want to save our lives, we cannot cling to them but must spend them with 
abandon. When we are obsessed with bottom lines and productivity, with 
efficiency of time and motion, with the rational relation of mean and ends, with 
projecting reasonable goals and making a beeline toward them, it seems unlikely 
that our work will ever bear full fruit, unlikely that we will ever know the fullness 
of spring in our lives.131 
 
Again, the reflections after receiving hospitality was what highlighted this truth. Four of 
the five leaders stated that this invitation was the “fruit”132 of eighteen months of 
friendship. This was so essential to the team that they encouraged Coast to be patient and 
to allow this kind of work to take time. Moreover, it seemed the posture of commitment 
was diffused as two of the leaders no longer worked at the café, but their friendships with 
neighbors there still grew. One leader walks twice a week with a neighbor from the café, 
and the other has been hosted a second time by friends he met there.  
 
Conclusion: Stories 
 Twelve months in, the leaders began to shift from seeking bottom lines to 
cultivating relationships that resulted in stories. I wonder how the Church imaginary 
would shift if our rubric for success became stories rather than tallies of converts. 
Graham Ward notes, “It is in our stories, their images, and their representations, as we 
interpret them in our own times, that we construct our Christologies and our patterns of 
imitation.”133 This is another way of saying local contextual theologies. The team of 
leaders from Coast discovered that Christ was at work in their neighbor and also in their 
very own hearts, and that discernment broke open when they experienced the power of 
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mutuality in which their hearts were changed. The fruit of this work came in an invitation 
into their friends’ lives and home. This is the kind of leadership marked by a steadfast 
love and faith in the missio Dei.  
 Ward is helpful here, highlighting just how necessary God’s work is to leadership 
and discipleship. He writes, 
The language of Christian discipleship is that language of pedagogy with a 
difference: it is to be taught the true understandings of God by God himself 
through the Spirit, who “will guide [hodēgēsei] you into all truth” (John 16:13). 
Hodēgeō is related to hodeuō (to travel or journey) and hodoō (lead the way). The 
Spirit of truth travels alongside, guides in moving the disciple forward, onward, 
into truth. As with all good teaching, the discipleship is fostered in a relationship 
with the teacher, but the Christian relationship to Christ is more profound. 
Discipleship is participation in God’s own self-expression, rooted in the economy 
of God’s grace toward creation.134  
 
Ward notes the need for discernment of God’s work and truth, the mutuality of 
relationship, and the hope found in story. Perhaps Leader 3’s reflection summed up this 
three-fold leadership best when he said, “When I think of outreach, this is the most 
vulnerable I have ever been. This is scary—to become an equal. I can’t take credit for 
anything because I am not explicitly witnessing. It is Christ in me that is doing all the 
work. So it is the easiest and the hardest thing I have ever done.”135 He notes the work to 
discern (Christ in him), the mutuality (becoming equal), and the fruit (he cannot take 
credit for). In the end, the hope of this type of leadership lies in Christ with whom we co-
journey, and it is deeply rooted in the God, from of old, working salvation into the earth, 
in which we are co-journeying with our neighbor.  
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS: AUTHENTIC HOPE 
 
 
 This work started as an exercise in experimentation. Could reflection, dwelling in 
the Word, and reciprocal hospitality result in missional commitment? Could these 
practices, once habituated, bring about spiritual formation by forming people through 
habit? The data, the stories, and the commitment seem to suggest a realization of this 
theory. But there are greater matters at play here. This project was set upon a stage 
already in motion, in a thousands-of-years-old drama, having a say but for a moment. 
What recommendations can be made after such a short act? I humbly offer 
recommendations on further action rooted in three reflections about Kingdom and 
Church, the eschaton, and leaders.  
 
Kingdom and Church 
 Something altogether wonderful happened in the process of experimentation, 
assessing my personal leadership challenge, and the study for this project. The dissonance 
I felt from confused theology began to quiet as I got a clearer picture of Kingdom 
theology and Christ himself. The serious teleological issues I had experienced led to 
confusion about mission and church, but the work of this team to engage their neighbors 
clarified what church could be—a community founded in the image of the God-head 
Trinity in such a way that the holy dance between Father, Spirit, and Son could function 
as both prototype and holy directive. With such a posture, all members were altered in 
one way or another—leader and neighbor, Christian and non-Christian. The Kingdom of 
God had come near.  
131 
 I still ache for the boundary-breaking Spirit of primitive Pentecostalism, whose 
missiology was informed by the Lukan understanding of the Kingdom of God. The 
“Pentecost-Kingdom,”1 where tangible expressions in the now of God’s Kingdom were 
tasted and seen as good, where boundaries of race,2 gender,3 injustice,4 socioeconomic 
class,5 and age6 were all broken down. As Sedmak notes, “The criterion of good theology 
is the kind of fruits it bears (Mt. 7:15-20).”7 Whether Pentecostals published books or 
not, they were doing good theology, and those stories and memories are deeply woven 
into the fabric of the movement I was nurtured in.  
 This desire remains, and yet there has been a marked shift. I no longer understand 
Church and Kingdom as one. Church is a player in the Great Story being told by God in 
his Kingdom and by his grace and for his Glory. The Church gets to partner in this work. 
And this is a joyful truth, that the Lukan narrative pens a tale “about the mission of God, 
not the needs of church members. It is about the contagious joy a person has when inside 
the one, true story about people and the whole direction of the world.”8 
                                                     
1 Dempster, “Christian Social Concern,” 58.  
 
2 Jones, “The ‘Color Line,’” 253.  
 
3 Alexander and Gause, Women in Leadership, 11-23. 
 
4 Archer, The Gospel Revisited, 138.  
 
5 Land, Pentecostal Spirituality, 21. 
 
6 Ibid. 
 
7 Sedmak, Doing Local Theology, 35.  
 
8 Roxburgh, Missional: Joining, 160.  
132 
 I commend the Church to live into this one wild Story, taking her rightful place as 
a player on the stage while humbly acknowledging she is neither author nor star. There 
are three ways the Church can do this, based upon learnings from this project. First, the 
Church ought to humbly become part of the narrative, rather than dominating culture and 
gospel. As a community, believers should seek to inhabit the neighborhood in order to 
learn. Second, the Church must allow God to write this story in ways that may surprise or 
even frighten the community, always giving room for lament and distress while 
simultaneously and faithfully holding out for reorientation. Brueggemann illustrates this 
concept so wonderfully when he writes, 
Just when we imagine that we have you figured out 
you show up working the wrong side of the street  
in your frightening freedom.  
You meet us behind and before 
as promise and as threat,  
and we are overmatched whenever we sit to deal with you.9  
 
This work is to be done with holy reverence and a healthy hubris that acknowledges the 
sovereignty and power of God—truly we are overmatched—while we are also held by a 
faithful God in the center of the Story of redemption from of old. Third, the Church needs 
to rewrite success rubrics, from converts tallied and tithing members accounted for to 
stories collected. Lives that produce stories are a sustainable work, rooted in the imagery 
of the narrative. 
This frees the Church up to enjoy the Kingdom: receiving and entering in. This 
frees up the Kingdom to be more than one faith system or denomination or people group. 
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This Kingdom is far more dynamic. Hunsberger describes the Church’s interaction with 
Christ’s words in the gospel about the coming Kingdom as a continual conversation as it 
“hears and responds to the gospel over and over again.”10 This Kingdom of peace, justice, 
and joy is God’s good news: peace on earth and goodwill for all humanity (Lk 2:14). The 
Church, and all humanity, are invited into this Kingdom.  
This framework for Kingdom and Church is exquisite. It offers the Church new 
ways to define good news and Kingdom contextually, as there are over one hundred 
references to the Kingdom of God in the New Testament, each unique, finely textured, 
and often contextually defined. There is a place then for local churches to engage the 
Kingdom in their unique contexts, defining good news and again and again experiencing 
the Kingdom’s saving power of shalom for their cities.  
This has the potential to be wildly hopeful and vibrant, and certainly difficult. It 
will require time—a whole lifetime if Jeremiah 29 is to be studied and obeyed—to dwell, 
plant gardens, marry children, and to work for the peace of the city. For in the city’s 
peace will the Church find the Kingdom, whereby upon entering in she can receive her 
peace. And it is in this understanding I find the ache for Pentecost Kingdom soothed and 
met, contextually definable, and hopefully entered into. 
 
Eschaton 
 Perhaps Barry Harvey addresses the eschatological hope best in his book, Can 
These Bones Live? He writes, “Christians once again [need] to take our cues from the 
story of God’s revelation in Jesus Christ, and to reclaim our identity as an eschatological 
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commonwealth whose interests are ultimately vested not in institutions that are 
condemned to pass away, but in the world to come.”11 This kind of frame for the future 
calls to us, asking us to value the Story, in its whole brilliant strangeness, in order to 
define and animate us. This is risky and this is hopeful.  
 The call into this kind of future-oriented world of Christ is risky because the 
Church must lay down consumeristic plans and agendas, all baggage, and enter onto even 
ground. Vulnerability became a frequently used word in the later reflections of the team 
of leaders from Coast for good reason. The act of reciprocal hospitality removed the 
defenses that typical evangelism tactics afforded them. Likewise, should the Church at 
large participate in missional commitment—aiming for stories of companionship, 
gardens, and peace of the city, it will remove the culturally normative defenses of power 
and privilege. 
 The risk paid off for this team of leaders. By far nothing affected each leader 
more than being hosted. This cost a year of faithful friendship and risky vulnerability. 
This is largely counter-cultural and counter-church. One leader shared his dismay after a 
Coast staff member attending a later café remarked that the leaders seemed to just be 
hanging out talking to friends. For the staff member this was not the desired outcome.12 
This leads to concern that while this project certainly was innovative and diffusive for the 
leaders involved, it may not have affected the staff the same way. What would bring 
about change in the staff and other members of Coast the way it did in the participants? I 
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can only say what I experienced here—faithful, vulnerable, reciprocal companionship, 
rooted in the local.  
Hearing the team’s story was initially exciting for the staff and generated talks 
about plans and programs Coast could institute which could reveal ecclesiocentric 
thinking continuing to dominate the imaginary. But for the leaders of the project, who are 
still committed to their neighbors from the local library two years in, there is a freedom 
and hope for the future that is not centered on church but on the fruits of the Kingdom. I 
can only conclude this shift came as a direct result of risk—something the staff member 
had not engaged in the same way the leaders of the project had and which appeared to be 
misunderstood. But this kind of risky and faithful engagement, mundane as it appears, 
was precisely what the team of leaders had hoped for, that which models a mutual 
internalizing God.  
 In his poem, “Manifesto: The Mad Farmer Liberation Front,” Wendell Berry 
describes hope as I deduce it for this work. He writes of this sort of counter-cultural, 
mystery-filled, eschatological commonwealth as “practicing resurrection”:  
So, friends, every day do something 
that won’t compute. Love the Lord. 
Love the world. Work for nothing. 
Take all that you have and be poor. 
Love someone who does not deserve it. 
Denounce the government and embrace 
the flag. Hope to live in that free 
republic for which it stands. 
Give your approval to all you cannot 
understand. Praise ignorance, for what man 
has not encountered he has not destroyed.13 
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Earlier in the poem he notes that the way of a capitalistic culture has become mystery-
less: “not even your future will be a mystery anymore.”14 And perhaps this is one of the 
rewards of living risk free. But it does not seem to be the way of Christ, who was willing 
to die, refuting the way of power, only for the Father to mysteriously and miraculously 
raise him up again. In being people of this God, we must enter into this narrative of 
mystery, risk, and yes, hope, even if it is misunderstood.  
 What I wholly recommend based on this project is a formation of hope, rooted in 
eschatological expectancy. This requires those formed to pass through the “risk of mercy, 
in a journey we fear and crave, want and dread, pledge and renege, start and hesitate, in 
all our double-mindedness.”15 This hope formation is not a romanticized framework. This 
hope formation has entered into the narrative of a king who laid down his life, thereby 
calling those formed to embody the fellowship of suffering and disorientation, to be 
raised again into life, thereby calling those formed to embody the power of the 
resurrection and reorientation (Phil 3:10).16 This is a formation of love, both love of God 
and love of neighbor.17 This is what humanity was created for.  
 The three practices of the team of leaders from Coast— reflection, dwelling in the 
Word, and reciprocal hospitality—afforded just such a formation within the context of a 
church engaging the MCM. There was disorientation and loss as the old frameworks were 
laid down, sometimes begrudgingly, and reorientation as leaders entered into a new way 
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of being Christ, hearing the Gospel, and engaging their culture. As noted, four of the five 
leaders mention hope in the closing of their last reflection for the future relationship with 
their neighbors. They hope for more hospitality, prayer, healing, stronger friendships, 
personal growth, and mutuality.18 It is of note that these are not idealistic, event oriented 
or consumer driven, but rather these hopes are derived from the narrative that describes 
the Kingdom in such ways.  
 To conclude this work, it is important to state that I am grateful for the shift in my 
own imaginary and the challenge and reorientation that “getting on the balcony” afforded 
me. In a recent conversation with a leader from Community church, where I started the 
work for this project, she stated that the church had been irrevocably changed by my 
leadership and my leaving. She happily stated that the church was “ruined.” Community 
church could not go back to what had been done before I started leading, largely from an 
ecclesiocentric and reactive posture, and were now engaged in several experiments 
because of my leadership. This reflection could be my own. After participating in this 
program and guiding this project and writing this theology, I am happily “ruined” for 
doing church from an ecclesiocentric base and am therefore committed to journeys of 
companionship.  
Sedmak states, “Theology is about hope, the hope that individual people can make 
a difference.”19 While this had long been my conviction, it is now my experience. Just as 
Hunsberger notes that churches need to continually be converted by the gospel,20 this 
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journey has brought about my own conversion. Setting aside reactive and dark 
apocalyptic frameworks, as disorienting as that was, enabled me to embrace Christ whose 
very name is The Resurrection (Jn 11).  
Francisco de Zurbarán, a Spanish Baroque artist, has a piece titled, Agnus Dei on 
display in my neighborhood at the San Diego Museum of Art. A small white lamb is 
pictured, defeated, limbs tied up, against a starkly dark background. The only light 
revealed is a gold sliver of a halo above his resigned head. The placard describing the art 
stated that because this depiction of Christ was so uncommon and unconventional it 
could provoke a profound sentiment from the observer. This journey of risk and hope, 
disorientation and reorientation, evoked a faith in me in this Lamb, the God whose story 
includes both death and resurrection. The freedom to experiment in San Diego allowed 
room for disorientation rooted in hope. Sedmak writes, “Hope is associated with 
openness and wideness, but also with risk and vulnerability. Hope rises when we are 
constricted and isolated. Hope overcomes this constriction but also challenges the 
security that goes with being closed in a familiar environment. To attain the fruit of hope, 
we need to change and renew.”21  
My adaptive leadership challenge was met in the risk of journeying beyond a 
familiar environment, my home church, and then journeying out again, from the local 
church. But only in this disorientation could challenges to the previous way be made, 
could isolation provide reflection enabling the fruit of hope to thrive in renewal. That 
renewal afforded me with a shift in my leadership that is marked by patience and peace. 
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That renewal afforded me with a renewed faith in the resurrecting Son, in the boundary 
breaking Spirit, and in the sending God.  
My recommendation is one of hope in a King who is from old, working salvation 
into the earth of our hearts, our neighbors, and our city. This is authentic hope, which is 
not blind to the disorientation but rather requires the descent, cultivated in the ground of 
lament. Yet it stubbornly holds steadfast to the promise of a salvific reversal in the very 
mundane fabric of our everyday lives.22 This journey is costly and timely. My experience 
proved fruitful in freedom from fear, peace, and faith. For the leader it costs power and 
cultural measurements for relevance, but its fruit is rest, mutuality, and participation in 
God’s mysterious and eschatological community.  
All this begins with just a seed. “Hope springs from small beginnings and is a 
promise of life in abundance in concrete, local situations.”23 The project embarked upon 
by the local leaders of Coast is certainly small. I hesitate to make grand conclusions or 
recommendations lest we swerve back into reactive frameworks. Rather what I have 
sought to offer here is the hopeful gift of the Story. The Kingdom of God is described in 
just such small ways: a mustard seed (Mt 13:31).   
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